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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Wednesday, May 5, 1993 
The House met at 1 p.m. and was 

called to order by the Speaker pro tem
pore [Mr. MONTGOMERY]. 

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPO RE 

The Speaker pro tempore laid before 
the House the following communica
tion from the Speaker: 

MAY 5, 1993. 
I hereby designate the Honorable G.V. 

(SONNY) MONTGOMERY to act as Speaker pro 
tempore on this day. 

THOMAS S. FOLEY, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

The 
Ford, 
prayer: 

PRAYER 
Chaplain, Rev. 
D.D., offered 

James David 
the following 

We pray for the gift of wisdom to all 
with great responsibility for the lead
ership of our Nation. May all who lead 
have the vision of a world where re
spect and understanding are the marks 
of civility, and honor and integrity are 
the marks of one's character. Raise up, 
0 God, women and men from every na
tion who will lead toward the paths of 
peace and whose good judgment will 
heal the hurt between all peoples. Bless 
us this day and every day, we pray. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day's proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour
nal stands approved. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 
to clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote on 
agreeing to the Chair's approval of the 
Journal. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the Chair's approval of 
the Journal. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I object to 
the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 255, nays 
146, answered "present" 1, not voting 
29, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Bacchus (FL) 
Bachus (AL) 
Baesler 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 

[Roll No. 151) 

YEAS-255 

Gillmor 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Hall(OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Holden 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Inglis 
Inslee 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lehman 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Long 
Lowey 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McColl um 
McCrery 
Mccurdy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 

Montgomery 
Moran 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Schenk 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shepherd 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Smith (IA) 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Tejeda 
Thomas (WY) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Traficant 
Unsoeld 
Velazquez 

Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Waters 
Watt 

Allard 
Armey 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Clay 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
De Lay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Emerson 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gekas 

Waxman 
Wheat 
Williams 
Wilson 
Woolsey 

NAYS-146 

Gilchrest 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Greenwood 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Horn 
Huffington 
Hunter 
Is took 
Jacobs 

I Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kim 
King 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Ky! 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Linder 
Livingston 
Machtley 
Manzullo 
Markey 
McCandless 
McDade 
McHugh 
McKeon 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 

Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 

Morella 
Murphy 
Nussle 
Packard 
Paxon 
Petri 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Sn owe 
Solomon 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Talent 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Torkildsen 
Upton 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 

ANSWERED "PRESENT"-! 

Becerra 
Brown (CA) 
Conyers 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dooley 
Frank (MA) 
Gibbons 
Henry 
Hyde 

Slaughter 

NOT VOTING-29 
Inhofe 
Lightfoot 
Lloyd 
Maloney 
Mclnnis 
McKinney 
McMillan 
Pelosi 
Porter 
Ridge 

0 1321 

Saxton 
Smith (NJ) 
Towns 
Tucker 
Valentine 
Washington 
Whitten 
Wise 
Zimmer 

So the Journal was approved. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER. The Chair would ask 

the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. 
MONTGOMERY] to come forward and 

0 This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g ., 0 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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lead the House in the Pledge of Alle
giance. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY led the Pledge of 
Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
A message in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States was commu
nicated to the House by Mr. Edwin 
Thomas, one of his secretaries. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 
amendment bills of the House of the 
following titles: 

H. Con. Res. 34. Concurrent resolution call
ing for a continued United States policy of 
opposition to the resumption of commercial 
whaling, and otherwise expressing the sense 
of the Congress with respect to conserving 
and protecting the world 's whale, dolphin, 
and porpoise populations. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed bills of the following 
titles, in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested: 

S. 171. An act to establish the Department 
of Environmental Protection, provide for a 
Bureau of Environmental Statistics and a 
Presidential Commission on Improving Envi
ronmental Protection, and for other pur
poses; and 

S. 884. An act to make technical amend
ments to the Higher Education Act of 1965 
and the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Ap
plied Technology Act. 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following communication from the 
Clerk of the House of Representatives: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
May 5, 1993. 

Hon. THOMAS s. FOLEY, 
The Speaker, House of Representatives, Wash

ington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I have the honor to 

transmit herewith a facsimile copy of the 
unofficial results received from the the Sec
retary of State, State of Ohio, indicating 
that, according to the unofficial returns of 
the Special Election held on May 4, 1993 the 
Honorable Rob Portman was elected to the 
Office of Representative in Congress from 
the Second Congressional District, State of 
Ohio. 

With great respect, I am 
Sincerely yours, 

DONNALD K. ANDERSON, 
Clerk, House of Representatives. 

SECRETARY OF STATE, STATE OF OHIO, 
Columbus , OH, May 4, 1993. 

Hon. DONNALD K. ANDERSON, 
Clerk of the House, House of Representatives, 

Washington , DC. 
Re: Unofficial results of Special Congres

sional Election in the Second Congres
sional District, Ohio 

DEAR MR. ANDERSON: On May 4, 1993 a spe
cial election was held in the Second Congres-

sional District of Ohio to fill a vacancy 
therein. The election was held pursuant to 
Ohio Revised Code Section 3521.03. 

The unofficial results of the election with 
98% of votes counted are as follows: Lee 
Hornberger, 22,496; Rob Portman, 52,598. 

An official canvass of the returns will 
begin on or about May 17, 1993. Subsequent 
to the canvass, a certificate of election will 
be forwarded to you. 

If you have any questions or if I can be of 
further service, please call me at (614) 466-
2585. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN BENDER, 

Chief Elections Counsel . 

SWEARING IN OF THE HONORABLE 
ROB PORTMAN OF OHIO AS A 
MEMBER OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from the State of Ohio, Mr. ROB 
PORTMAN, be permitted to take the 
oath of office today. His certificate of 
election has not arrived, but there is 
no contest, and no question has been 
raised with regard to his election. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi
nois? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 

from Ohio [Mr. PORTMAN], the Member
elect, come forward with Members of 
the Ohio delegation and others wishing 
to accompany him to the well to re
ceive the oath of office. 

Mr. PORTMAN appeared at the bar of 
the House and took the oath of office, 
as follows: 

Do you solemnly swear that you will 
support and defend the Constitution of 
the United States against all enemies, 
foreign and domestic; that you will 
bear true faith and allegiance to the 
same; that you take this obligation 
freely, without any mental reservation 
or purpose of evasion, and that you will 
well and faithfully discharge the duties 
of the office on which you are about to 
enter. So help you God. 

The SPEAKER. Congratulations. The 
gentleman is now a Member of the 
House of Representatives. 

ECONOMY SHOWS WEAKNESS, 
RECOVERY STALLED 

(Mr. DERRICK asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, the 
handwriting is on the wall: The pace of 
the recovery has slackened and the 
economy could lapse into a recession. 
The signs are everywhere. 

The Commerce Department reported 
the real gross domestic product rose at 
a pitifully slow annual rate of 1.8 per
cent for the first quarter. 

Real consumer spending has spiraled 
for the third consecutive month. 

New orders for durable goods have de
creased 3.4 percent since December. 

But the reason why consumer spend
ing is down and the production of goods 
is light is because people have no con
fidence in the economy. This economy 
has not produced new jobs. 

At this stage in the last seven reces
sions, the economy has typically recov
ered 237 percent of the jobs lost. In the 
current recovery, we have gained only 
29 percent of the jobs lost. 

Mr. Speaker, the economy will not 
cure itself. It will not heal itself as our 
last President promised it would. 

President Clinton has proposed a jobs 
bill to put Americans back to work and 
to prime the economic pump of our Na
tion. It does not matter whether the 
Congress enacts every component of 
that bill. 

The important thing is that the 
President and the Congress work to
gether to put Americans back to work. 

TELLING THE TRUTH ON 
SPENDING CUTS 

(Mr. BUNNING asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, Presi
dent Bill Clinton was all over radio and 
television this morning saying that "it 
was time to start telling the truth to 
the American people." 

But then he went on to tell the most 
outrageous lie I have heard in weeks. 
He said that he challenged the Repub
licans to come up with ways to cut 
spending but that he still had not 
heard from them. 

It is time for Mr. Clinton to try a lit
tle truth himself-for a change. Repub
licans did come up with an 84-page 
budget plan which provided $429 billion 
in specific budget cuts-and no tax in
creases. This is it right here-it is 
dated March 10, 1993. 

Ross Perot heard about it. Why has 
not the President. 

ENTERPRISE ZONES 
(Mr. CLYBURN asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Speaker, on yes
terday, I introduced legislation de
signed to encourage business expan
sion, employment stimulation, and the 
revitalization of communities through 
the establishment of 50 enterprise 
zones and automatic designation for 
communities adversely affected by 
base closings. 

Naturally, I was ecstatic to read this 
morning that the President is propos
ing the Economic Empowerment Act of 
1993 which will establish 110 local en
terprise zones. 

Mr. President, if experiences of re
cent days are any indication of what 
we can expect by way of Republican re
sponse, this program is not needed. 
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Well, I call upon my Republican 

friends to look at this proposal. 
Look at the threshold requirements; 

one of which is in order to be eligible a 
community must have at least 20 per
cent of its households living below the 
poverty level. 

Do you have counties in your district 
where 20 percent of the households are 
living below the poverty level? 

Do you have counties in your district 
with double digit unemployment? 

Mr. President, Members on the other 
side of the aisle, let us get real, and for 
once let us do something for the ordi
nary people of this Nation. 

Let us be creative, innovative, and 
bold. And in the process maybe-just 
maybe-we can do something right for 
a change. 

D 1330 
CALLING THE PRESIDENT'S BLUFF 

(Mr. BOEHNER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, last 
night at the $1,500 a plate Democrat 
congressional dinner, President Clinton 
was conducting business as usual by 
cozying up to his fat cat, special inter
est, labor friends, and lobbyists. In 
fact, it seems that he has been so busy 
with the labor and special interest 
groups lately that he totally missed 
out on the Kasich Republican budget 
plan-you know, the one with real 
spending cuts and no new taxes. 

The President actually said last 
night that the Republicans haven't of
fered any specific spending cuts. Well, 
here is the Kasich budget plan that was 
offered on the floor. It has $430 billion 
in spending cuts over the next 5 years. 
Obviously President Clinton has been 
so intent on big taxes, big spending, 
and big government that he cannot rec
ognize a responsible budget plan when 
he sees one. 

As the old saying goes, if you repeat 
a lie often enough, it is taken as the 
truth. Sorry, this time we are calling 
the President's bluff. 

PRESIDENT CLINTON SHOULD 
STAY THE COURSE 

(M:r. OWENS asked and was given i 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, the Presi
dent should stay the course and not lis
ten to the voices of confusion. The 
issue is still the economy. Our econ
omy is slowly going downhill. It is 
going to begin escalating. The figures 
this month show what has been truth
ful all along. The President should re
member he was elected because he had 
the vision. 

Mr. Speaker, the President is one of 
the few people among the Washington 

decisionmakers who do have vision. He 
should not surrender his vision. His vi
sion is superior to those who are criti
cizing him. 

The President should understand 
that the issue is still jobs. Unemploy
ment is still a major problem across 
the Nation. Unemployment in New 
York is still above 10 percent. What is 
happening in New York now will begin 
to happen in many other places if we 
do not take action. 

It is almost criminal that we have 
eradicated the one effort, we have 
eliminated the one effort, to increase 
jobs that was on the drawing board in 
Washington. The youth in my district 
need the summer youth jobs. We need 
the community development project. 
We need all the job creation projects. 
We need them now, and, as the year 
goes on, we need them more. 

The President should stay the course 
and not listen to the voices of confu
sion. 

PROPOSED BTU TAX WOULD 
IMPACT ALL SECTORS 

(Mr. KIM asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, this proposed 
energy tax, referred to as the Btu tax, 
is a complete sham. 

How many Americans know what a 
Btu really is? Or how many millions of 
Btu's are in a gallon of gas? 

President Clinton has proposed the 
greatest gas tax increase in American 
history. 

He is calling it a Btu tax so that av
erage Americans are deceived into 
thinking this is a tax on someone else. 
It is not. 

The American consumer, senior citi
zens, small business owners, even the 
urban poor are the people who will pay 
the tab for the Btu tax everytime they 
fill up their car, turn on a light or cook 
their dinner. 

Those broad promises and pledges 
that Mr. Clinton made to middle-in
come taxpayers during his campaign 
are forgotten. 

After all, that was candidate Clinton. 
Now, President Clinton seems to to
tally forget what he promised to the 
American people. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
reject this most deceiving tax. 

CONFIDENTIALITY LAWS DO NOT 
PROTECT VICTIMS OF CHILD 
ABUSE 
(Mr. KLINK asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Speaker, I come to 
the floor of the House of Representa
tives today in the name of Darnell 
Okedeji. Darnell Okedeji is a 2-year-old 

boy who was reported in critical condi
tion today after he was allegedly beat
en by his stepfather. This is a particu
larly cruel incident because, according 
to news reports which I have read 
today and which I have seen on local 
media, it was reported to authorities, 
both social workers and county police 
in Prince William County, on April 13 
that there was suspicion that Darnell 
was the victim of child abuse. 

Mr. Speaker, as a reporter I have 
seen this occur day in and day out, 
week in and week out, across this Na
tion. I am not saying that the people in 
Prince William County are themselves 
at fault in this instance. When asked to 
comment on this, Ricardo Perez, the 
director of social services in Prince 
William County, made the comment 
that confidentiality laws prevented 
him from discussing the case. 

Now, is it not amazing, Mr. Speaker, 
that we have confidentiality laws 
which protect those who failed Darnell, 
but we do not have rules and regula
tions which take the best interests of 
this child, Darnell, into heart and pro
tect him? 

TRY IT, YOU'LL LIKE IT 
(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, 
President Clinton has had a tough 
week. 

First, this weekend, President Clin
ton accused ROBERT DOLE of pork-bar
rel spending, which he was forced to 
admit was an inaccurate statement. 

Then, he claimed yesterday that he 
wanted to cut spending before he raised 
taxes. We all know that is not true. 

And last night, he made the remark
able statement that Republicans did 
not have any specific spending cuts. 

It is as if the President and his advis
ers got together and said: We have seen 
the enemy and the enemy is the truth. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish the President 
would not feel so uncomfortable with 
the truth. As the Bible says, "The 
truth shall make you free." 

Or as an old television commercial 
put it: "Try it. You'll like it." 

HIGHER EDUCATION 
(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, even 
though there are 1 million high school 
seniors every year who graduate that 
cannot read, America is still known as 
the haven for higher education, and, 
when I say "higher," Mr. Speaker, I 
mean higher and higher. The president 
of Boston University makes $415,000 a 
year. The president of Vanderbilt Uni
versity makes $400,000 big ones a year. 
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My colleagues, 12 other university 
presidents earn more than $300,000. 

Mr. Speaker, many presidents of 
these universities make more money 
than President Clinton while most of 
the faculties who do the teaching have 
a rough time getting a pay raise. That 
is disgusting, my colleagues. In fact, 
with all the higher education in Amer
ica, it is no wonder American students 
just keep getting high. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MONTGOMERY). The Chair notifies our 
guests in the gallery that they cannot 
participate in the proceedings by ap
plauding. 

RIP VAN CLINTON 
(Mr. ISTOOK asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, it was 
once said: "The great masses will more 
easily fall victims to a big lie than to 
a small one." 

Well, the Clinton corollary to this 
.statement is: "It is far easier to catch 
a person who makes a series of small 
lies." 

Bill Clinton proved his corollary 
again last night. He claimed at a 
Democratic fundraising dinner that we 
Republicans did not offer any specific 
spending cuts. 

Mr. Speaker, where did the President 
spend his first 100 days? Is he Rip Van 
Clinton sleeping through it all? Surely 
he knows he spoke falsely last night. 

Mr. Speaker, the President wants 
America to pay more taxes, but he 
needs to pay more attention. We Re
publicans presented an alternative 
budget including billions of dollars in 
spending cu ts more specific than the 
President's. The President needs to 
apologize for straying from the truth 
last night, and he needs to pay atten
tion to other people's ideas. 

Rip Van Clinton, wake up. 

0 1340 

MOTOR-VOTER BILL PROMISES 
GREATER PARTICIPATION IN 
ELECTIONS 
(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to give my strong support to 
H.R. 2, the National Voter Registration 
Act. The public elected 110 new Mem
bers of Congress because it wants 
Washington to be in touch with the 
needs and concerns of all American 
families. By giving people greater ac
cess to the polls, the motor-voter bill 

will help accomplish this goal. That is 
why I support H.R. 2. 

If we are to give Washington back to 
all Americans, those who have become 
alienated by this town, we must en
courage participation in the electoral 
process. People who spend most of 
their time struggling to support their 
families often do not participate be
cause of a variety of outdated rules 
that make it difficult to be involved. 

That does not mean that most people 
do not care about what goes on back 
here. They do, and we can help give 
them a voice by making it easier for 
them to register to vote. I urge my col
leagues to vote "yes" on the motor
voter bill, so that Washington will be 
in touch with all Americans. 

DISABILITY THREATENS JOB OF 
CONGRESSIONAL WORKER 

(Mr. RAVENEL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. RAVENEL. Mr. Speaker, this 
House in which we serve is, right now, 
in the process of committing a heart
less act against a poor and helpless de
velopmentally disabled young woman. 
Her name is Fifine Glaws. For 10 years, 
she has operated elevator No. 5 in the 
Cannon building. Because her disabil
ity will not permit her to work a full 
day, we are now in the process of retir
ing her. Fifine, who lives in a Mont
gomery County community house with 
three other disabled young ladies, is 
devastated by our actions. As her so
cial worker told me this morning, "Her 
job is her life." Are we going to strip 
that from her along with her self-es
teem? Are we not violating the very 
soul of the Americans With Disabilities 
Act? Shame on this House if we are. 
Tomorrow, I will have more to say 
about this impending terrible wrong if 
it is not righted. 

POOR AND WORKING PEOPLE 
WOULD BENEFIT FROM PASSAGE 
OF MOTOR-VOTER BILL 
(Mr. SANDERS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, there 
are reasons why the wealthiest 1 per
cent of our population owns more 
wealth than the bottom 90 percent, and 
why the gap between the rich and the 
poor grows wider. 

There are reasons why, in recent 
years, we have seen the growth of mil
lionaires at exactly the same time as 2 
million Americans go homeless, 5 mil
lion children go hungry, and tens of 
millions of our citizens lack heal th 
care. 

And one of the reasons as to why we 
see these occurrences is that, to a very 
large degree , poor people and working 
people have very little impact on our 

Nation's political process. Wealthy 
people vote in large numbers and elect 
the candidates of their choice; poor and 
working people do not. Wealthy people 
contribute to politicians who represent 
their interest; poor and working people 
cannot. 

Mr. Speaker, that motor-voter bill, 
simply stated, will make it easier for 
poor and working people to register to 
vote and to participate in the political 
process. Among other things, it will 
allow individuals to register to vote 
when they apply for a driver's license, 
and to register to vote by postcard. 
This legislation will unquestionably in
crease voter turnout and make our 
government more democratic and more 
responsive. 

I urge all Members of Congress to 
support it. 

AFTER THE MEGAMAC, NOW WE 
HAVE THE MEGAWHOPPER 

(Mr. COX asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, Bill Clinton's 
love for fast foods is legendary. The 
week of the Inauguration, the McDon
ald's near the White House introduced 
a new product in the President's 
honor-their biggest burger ever, the 
MegaMac. 

I am going to suggest that Burger 
King get in on the act. They could 
name a new sandwich for favorite pas
times. They could call it the 
Mega Whopper. 

Listen to this Mega Whopper Bill 
Clinton told last night at a Democratic 
congressional committee fundraising 
dinner: 

The Democrats are not about to raise taxes 
unless we cut spending. That's what we're 
about. But the difference between us and the 
other side is we asked them for their spend
ing cuts and we're still waiting. We're the 
ones that are cutting unnecessary govern
ment spending and we 're going to bring this 
deficit down and it's time to tell the Amer
ican people the truth. 

Yes, it is time to tell the truth. And 
if there were ever any further evidence 
needed that Bill Clinton has trouble 
telling the truth, we heard it last 
night. 

The truth is this: The Clinton budget 
does not cut spending at all. By the 
President's own numbers it would in
crease the national debt by $1.2 tril
lion-the most deficit spending ever in 
a 5-year period. And this, in spite of 
imposing the largest tax increase in 
American history. 

And the truth is this: The Republican 
members of the House Budget Commit
tee developed a complete alternative to 
the Clinton budget-plan for specific 
cuts to make good on the cuts in defi
cit spending that Bill Clinton promised 
but did not deliver. And our plan calls 
for no new taxes. We offered every one 
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of our specific spending cuts in the 
Budget Committee-and the Democrats 
voted every one of them down by 
party-line vote. 

Bill Clinton says it does not exist-
but here is a copy of the Republican 
spending cut plan we debated and voted 
on just a few weeks ago. I'll be glad to 
send a copy to anyone who requests 
one. And I'm sending one to Bill Clin
ton today. Here is a copy of the Repub
lican plan. 

Have lunch at your desk tomorrow, 
Mr. President, and read the Republican 
spending cut plan. You can have your 
Whopper-but we'll show you how hon
est policymakers want to wield the 
cleaver against tax-and-spend pork. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MONTGOMERY). The Chair wishes to 
point out that the gentleman should 
address the Chair. 

BETTER GOVERNMENT IS GOAL OF 
MOTOR-VOTER BILL 

(Mr. MAZZOLI asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute, and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, later 
today the House has an opportunity to 
take a giant step in the direction of 
better government by adopting the 
conference report on H.R. 2, the Na
tional Votor Registration Act. This is 
what we fondly call the motor-voter 
bill. It allows people to register to vote 
when they apply for their driver's li
censes. But it goes beyond that. It of
fers voter registratif':'.1 at other public 
places, and it also requires States to 
establish a register-by-mail process. 

This is a great bill. It is a bill that 
most of us voted for when it came 
through the House. The compromise 
reached in the conference is support
able, and I hope it is supported by a 
large vote in this Chamber. 

A Congressional Research Service 
bulletin, Mr. Speaker, says it all: 
States which have motor-voter type 
registration laws have both higher reg
istration rates than States without 
them as well as higher percentages of 
their voting age population participat
ing in the elections. 

So anything, Mr. Speaker, which 
moves America to register to vote and 
to vote is a good thing. H.R. 2 is a good 
thing. I hope it passes today. 

SUPPORT URGED FOR HOUSE RES
OLUTION 156 TO CHANGE HOUSE 
RULES ON ESTABLISHING DEBT 
CEILING 
(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, Ross 
Perot says Congress treats the deficit 
like "crazy aunts locked in the closet." 
We all know they are there but no one 
wants to talk about them. On April 21, 
I introduced House Resolution 156, 
which would force the House to at least 
acknowledge that the crazy aunts are 
in the family. Many Members don't re
alize that included in the House rules 
is a provision that allows the House to 
raise the debt ceiling by incorporating 
that issue into the budget resolution. 
In other words, a vote for the Presi
dent's budget, according to House 
r:ules, means a vote to raise the debt 
ceHing. The House gets off the public 
accountability hook and does not have 
to come forward and openly vote on the 
issue. 

My bill eliminates this House rule so 
that a vote to raise the debt ceiling 
will stand on its own and not be hidden 
in parliamentary gimmicks. 

AFFORDABLE, ACCESSIBLE 
HEALTH CARE 

(Mr. BISHOP asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Speaker, I stand 
today to congratulate the President 
and Mrs. Hillary Rodham Clinton for 
making good on a promise to initiate 
the long-overdue process of reforming 
our health care system. We have wait
ed far too long to work toward provid
ing affordable, accessible health care 
to all Americans. 

I, for one, look forward with hopeful 
anticipation to the proposal and to the 
constructive, progressive dialog that 
will follow its presentation. I urge my 
respective colleagues on both sides of 
this Chamber to unite in this effort to 
provide all citizens access to quality, 
affordable health care. 

Health care is an issue that should 
unite rather than divide us and a suc
cessful health care dialog will surely 
show the world that we are neither a 
nation nor a house divided. When pre
sented with an issue as basic as this, 
let us come together to ensure that 
health care is provided to all Ameri
cans. 

0 1350 

UNITED STATES SHOULD HALT 
FUNDING OF EUROPEAN BANK 

(Mr. DUNCAN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, the U.S. 
Government-the American taxpayer
is the largest single financial contribu
tor to the European Bank for Recon
struction and Development. 

In yesterday's Washington Times, it 
was reported that this Bank has spent 

more than $87 million to refurbish and 
furnish its London headquarters. 

The Bank spent more than $1.2 mil
lion to replace marble in the lobby 
with imported Italian marble. 

The sum of $600,000 was spent on new 
Italian-designed steel and glass desks. 

The sum of $900,000 was spent to char
ter private jets for the Bank president. 

The sum of $78,000 was blown on an 
extravagant Christmas party for bank 
executives and staff. 

It is ridiculous to think that Amer
ican taxpayers are being forced to sup
port expenses like these. 

One of the things badly wrong with 
our Federal Government is that there 
is no real incentive to hold costs down. 

With a national debt of over $4 tril
lion, we should not be giving one penny 
to this European Development Bank. 

Yet, the people should know that as 
long as liberals continue to control 
this Congress, our Government will 
continue to send billions and billions 
overseas. 

SUPPORT FOR H.R. 1200 
(Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER. Mr. Speak
er, many ideas are being put forward 
on how best to reform our Nation's 
health care system. It is my belief that 
any reform plan must contain the key 
component, coverage portability. The 
situation of Erin O'Connell, a resident 
of Long Island, NY, demonstrates the 
compelling need for portability. 

Ms. O'Connell is in need of a heart 
and double lung transplant and is on a 
waiting list to receive such a trans
plant. Currently insured under the 
Medicaid Program, Ms. O'Connell has 
recently become engaged to be mar
ried. However, the lack of portability 
of health insurance coverage is pre
venting her from fulfilling her dream 
of marriage. 

Should Ms. O'Connell marry, she 
would then receive health insurance 
coverage under her husband's health 
care plan and no longer be permitted to 
participate in Medicaid. However, her 
husband's insurance plan refuses to 
cover her preexisting condition, obvi
ously due to cost of such a condition. 
Therefore, Ms. O'Connell is left with a 
choice that no one should face: Either 
continue with her marriage plan and 
risk her fragile health with inadequate 
insurance coverage, or remain single so 
she can continue to receive Medicaid 
coverage. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1200, the American 
Health Security Act, has been intro
duced by the distinguished gentleman 
from Washington [Mr. McDERMOTT]. 
H.R. 1200, which establishes a single
payer health care system for the Unit
ed States, would provide Ms. O'Connell 
the portability in heal th care insur-
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ance that she desperately needs. I urge 
my colleagues to support H.R. 1200 and 
prevent cases such as Erin O'Connell's 
from occurring in this country. 

THE CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM 
SOLUTION 

(Mr. BLUTE asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Speaker, today, I 
am introducing campaign finance re
form legislation that will put us on the 
right track for cleaning up the financ
ing of congressional campaigns. This 
legislation boldly addresses common 
complaints of campaign spending. It 
reduces the influence of PAC's, bans 
soft money, and establishes voluntary 
spending limits-with no public financ
ing. 

Like many of you, I pledged during 
my campaign to fight for serious re
form. While everyone agrees there are 
major problems with our current cam
paign finance system, there is little 
consensus on how to remedy it. This 
legislation is the right place to start. 
It creates a level playing field and has 
strong provisions addressing the rising 
cost of elections. In addition, it limits 
the contribution levels of PAC's and 
doesn't waste taxpayer money. 

We have all read the articles and re
ports saying the taxpayer-financed 
Presidential Campaign Fund will have 
to be bailed out at an additional cost of 
$100 million. With participation in the 
$1 tax checkoff at less than 20 percent, 
the taxpayers have clearly indicated 
they do not support public financing. 
Let's stop fooling around with an idea 
that we've already seen fail, and work 
toward a commonsense solution to 
campaign financing. 

If you want campaign finance reform 
with effective provisions to restore in
tegrity to our campaign process, join 
me and cosponsor this commonsense 
legislation. 

THE SITUATION IN BOSNIA 
(Mr. DEUTSCH asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Speaker, the 
American people and the United States 
Congress must be involved in the de
bate on United States military inter
vention in Bosnia. We have to be hon
est with the American people and tell 
them that we are about to send Amer
ican ground troops into one of the most 
difficult, hostile , and complex environ
ments imaginable. 

As Secretary of State Warren Chris
topher told Congress last week four 
specific objectives should be met before 
military intervention: First, the Unit
ed States must have clear and under
standable goals before becoming in-

vol ved in Bosnia; second, the success of 
our mission must be highly likely; 
third, we must have an exit strategy; 

· and fourth, we need the support of the 
American people. 

Watching the conflict in Bosnia for 
more than a year, we have seen ethnic 
rivalries lead to military conflict, eth
nic cleansing, and atrocities of unbe
lievable proportion. We share a com
mon goal: to end the fighting in 
Bosnia. 

However, this intricate conflict is 
deeply rooted in a thousand years of 
European history. It cannot be solved 
overnight. So before we send American 
men and women in to harms way, we 
have to nationally and publicly debate 
the mission, its possible benefits, and 
its possible dangers. 

PRESIDENT MISSTATING FACTS 
ON REPUBLICAN BUDGET PLAN 
(Ms. PRYCE of Ohio asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
last night as President Clinton cozied 
up to his special interest lobbyists at a 
Democratic fundraiser, he made a most 
remarkable statement. President Clin
ton said that the Republicans have not 
offered any spending cuts. 

This could not have been an over
sight by our President. I mean, there is 
no way that the President could have 
overlooked the Kasich Republican 
budget plan. My friend and colleague, 
the distinguished gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. KASICH] offered on the floor of this 
House a plan which has $430 billion in 
spending cuts over the next 5 years. 

Mr. Speaker, where was the Presi
dent during that debate? I say it is 
time for President Clinton to quit 
spending so much time with his special 
interest friends and pay attention to 
what is going on in the real world and 
on the floor of this House. The Amer
ican people do not want big taxes or 
big spending or big government. They 
want spending cuts, and Republicans 
have offered them up. 

Mr. Speaker, we will not let this mis
leading statement go by. If President 
Clinton needs this to see specific 
spending cuts, we will send them to 
him. But, Mr. Speaker, we must not let 
these misstatements go . 

CONGRESS, THE CONSTITUTION, 
AND OUR PERILOUS RESPON
SIBILITIES IN BOSNIA 
(Mr. SKAGGS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, the crisis 
in Bosnia and the Balkans is at a turn
ing point. As we meet, the Bosnia Serb 
assembly debates whether to ratify the 
U.N.-backed Vance-Owens plan to end 

the fighting. I pray they will vote to 
do so. 

We have all seen the horror of this 
latest example of man's inhumanity to 
man and have been sickened. Ref
erences to the historic origins of this 
mindless slaughter are useful to guide 
our decisions, but should not be an ex
cuse for failing to make them. 

The United States and the inter
national community have inescapable 
responsibilities here, not only or pri
marily because of the despicable viola
tion of the rights of the innocents, as 
awful as that has been, but because the 
consequences of inaction reach way be
yond the immediate circumstances of 
Bosnia to implicate-ultimately, and I 
fear inevitably- our own vital national 
interests. 

If this Balkan crisis goes unchecked 
and, as seems likely, political order 
completely disintegrates, it will serve 
as an invitation for undisciplined eth
nic and religious passions to overrule 
civil society in other areas, and the 
ramifications of that are extremely 
grave. Other similar conflicts seethe 
throughout the region, suddenly 
unrepressed by cold war consider
ations, and ready to burst into open 
hostilities. The populations affected, 
and their ethnic patrons in neighboring 
lands, are watching. 

What will be the lesson derived from 
what happens now in Bosnia? It seems 
to me that failing to act to calm and 
contain the Bosnian crisis sets a ter
rible precedent and sends a terrible 
message to those who watch-in Mac
edonia and Kosovo, and then in Albania 
and Greece, and then in Turkey and 
Bulgaria. Even into old Russia with all 
its ethnic minorities seeking self-ex
pression, and to the mullahs of radical 
Islam, seeking further evidence to 
rouse the populations of Egypt and Al
geria and elsewhere to rise up against 
the tenuous hold of secular govern
ment. At what point, farther down this 
path, would U.S. interests be put so se
riously at risk that we would have to 
act-but at much greater cost? 

The President has yet to make this 
case, about what is really at risk, to 
the American public. I believe it is es
sential that he do so. Because, for U.S. 
action to be credible and effective, it 
must ultimately rest on the under
standing and approval of the people. 

If the Vance-Owens plan is accepted 
by the Bosnian Serbs, it becomes a 
somewhat easier constitutional case. 
We would be participating in a U.N. 
peacekeeping operation, and in my 
view prior action by Congress under ar
ticle I, section 8, clause 11 of the Con
stitution is not clearly required. None
theless, American lives would be placed 
in danger, and the American people 
need a full explanation of the reasons 
for doing so. 

On the other hand, if the President 
believes the United States should act 
forcibly to impose a peace the combat-
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ants have not agreed to, then I think 
the requirements of the Constitution 
are clear. Then, the President must 
have the prior approval of the Congress 
under its exclusive power to place the 
country at war. 

In this latter case, I would expect to 
support the President, assuming he 
continues to insist that any such 
peacemaking intervention includes 
participation from other nations, in
cluding the Europeans. But there 
would need to be a vote, and for the 
vote to succeed, there would need to be 
a concerted effort to explain this pol
icy to the American people. 

The constitutional distinction be
tween the President and Congress' war 
powers is clear. In this case, in 
Bosnia-where there is no immediate 
threat to United States lives or land
we are not facing an emergency or an 
attack for which the President, as 
Commander in Chief, would have the 
authority to respond without prior 
congressional approval. The decision 
we face if the peace plan fails is wheth
er to initiate military action, and 
under the Cons ti tu ti on this decision is 
a constitutional right vested solely in 
the people's representatives in Con
gress. 

I do not wish in any way to hamper 
the President's conduct of foreign rela
tions or to compromise the success of 
future military operations. To the con
trary, my goal is to ensure that success 
by invoking the constitutional process 
designed quite deliberately to make 
certain that the country and its rep
resentatives stand together with the 
President in such perilous times. 

Congress must not surrender or evade 
its responsibility, and the President 
should not take the country into a con
flict that does not have the expressed 
support of the American people. Under 
our system, that support is expressed 
by a vote of Congress. And we must in
sist that the President bring this pro
found question before this body for de
bate and decision. 

VETERANS' COMPENSATION 
REGULATIONS 

(Mr. LEWIS of Florida asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. LEWIS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, a 
woman recently contacted my office 
with a disturbing problem. 

On March 31, her husband, a veteran 
with a service-connected disability, 
passed a way. 

Shortly after his death the Veterans' 
Administration brought her more bad 
news. 

Since her husband had died before 
the end of March the VA could not give 
her the compensation to pay for his 
March expenses. 

As a result the new widow was forced 
to pay for these expenses herself be-

cause her husband died 8 hours too 
soon. 

Today I will introduce legislation to 
prorate a veteran's last compensation 
check for each day of the final month. 

This will allow the surviving spouse 
to receive compensation proportionate 
to the date the veteran died. 

Mr. Speaker, any law that forces a 
newly widowed woman to pay an unfair 
share of expenses because her husband 
did not live to the end of the month is 
unfair and wrong. We must change it 
now. 

D 1400 

H.R. 5, STRIKER REPLACEMENT 
BILL 

(Mr. HUTCHINSON asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, ev
erybody else is doing it. Those words 
would have sounded natural coming 
from the mouth of a teenager. I am sad 
to say that this is actually the latest 
line from big labor on H.R. 5, a bill to . 
outlaw permanent replacement work
ers during an economic strike. The 
complaint is that other industrialized 
countries have laws against permanent 
replacement. However, what they fail 
to realize is that no other country has 
a labor system like we do. 

France, Italy, and Germany allow 
more than one union to represent em
ployees performing the same work. 

The Netherlands gives broad judicial 
authority to prohibit strikes. 

In Germany, strikes are declared ille
gal when intimidation is used and 
strikes are prohibited if they are 
deemed to grievously wound a com
pany. 

England requires a strike vote prior 
to a strike-in some countries the vote 
must be by secret ballot. 

All European and Scandinavian coun
tries withhold unemployment benefits 
to strikers. 

Suffice it to say, each country has its 
own balance between labor and man
agement. Therefore, we should not 
blindly follow, but we should decide 
based on our own system. 

A recent pool indicates that 73 per
cent of Americans believe unions al
ready have enough or too much 
power-March 1992 Time/CNN poll. 

I urge my colleagues to fight H.R. 5. 

THE ENERGY TAX 
(Mr. ZELIFF asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. ZELIFF. Mr. Speaker, the ad
ministration's proposed Btu energy tax 
will put the lights out in our economy. 

As the people of America become 
more aware of the details of the Presi-

dent's largest ever tax increase pro
gram, it is causing a negative impact 
on the economy. 

Tourism is my State's second largest 
industry. A 71/2 cents a gallon gasoline 
tax will cost us many jobs. We cannot 
tax America into economic recovery. 

The price of every delivered good or 
service will go up, because of this in
creased gas tax. 

This tax will also cause the cost of 
home heating oil to skyrocket. High 
prices for home heating oil will leave 
our elderly, poor, and those on fixed in
comes, with a choice of buying food or 
heating their homes. 

The Btu tax will also increase the 
cost of electricity, hurting every fam
ily in our State. This makes our job 
creating industries less competitive in 
the emerging world market. 

The recent fall in the leading eco
nomic indicators is a signal that the 
people of America are beginning to un
derstand the details of the administra
tion's huge new tax programs. 

The way to create jobs, Mr. Speaker, 
is to cut Government spending. In
creasing taxes will simply put more 
people out of work. 

BOSNIA 
(Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas asked 

and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, this morning, we saw Presi
dent Clinton welcome American troops 
home from Somalia, their mission ac
complished. 

Now, President Clinton is on the 
verge of committing United States 
troops to intervene in the Bosnia con
flict as peacekeepers. In fact, news re
ports are saying forces are already in
volved-but the White House denies it. 
What is the truth? 

Many Americans are concerned that 
U.S. troops cannot play the role of 
peacekeeper in Bosnia when in fact 
there is no peace to keep. We don't 
know which side we are on-who is the 
enemy? 

Mr. Speaker, with U.S. Troops re
turning from one conflict, and about to 
be committed to another, this appears 
to be nothing more than turnstile 
intervention in which America can 
only lose. 

MIDDLE CLASS TAX CUT EV APO
RATES AS RUMORS OF NEW 
TAXES SPREAD 
(Mr. GRAMS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. Speaker, remember 
what candidate Bill Clinton said 3 
weeks before the election? 

He said, and I quote: 
I will not raise taxes on the middle class to 

pay for these programs. If the money does 
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not come in to pay for these programs, we 
will cut other Government spending or we 
will slow down the phase-in of these pro
grams. I am not going to raise taxes on the 
middle class to pay for them. 

At the same time, candidate Clinton 
also made a middle class tax cut a cen
terpiece of his campaign. 

Well, that was then, and this is now. 
In spite of his campaign pledge, 

President Clinton has not slowed down 
spending. Instead, he has put forward a 
plan to raise a whole host of taxes on 
middle class Americans including an 
energy tax and increased taxes on So
cial Security benefits. 

And now, the Clinton administration 
is floating rumors of a VAT tax, a gas 
tax, and a multitude of other taxes to 
finance an unprecedented Government 
takeover of our .II.eal th care system. 

If all the Clinton tax increases go 
into effect, the middle class really will 
end up in the poor house. 

Unfortunately for President Clinton, 
as the middle class goes down for the 
count, he also knocks himself out of 
contention for a second term. What 
would the voters of New Hampshire say 
today? 

CLINTON ADMINISTRATION NEEDS 
TO PROPOSE CRIME BILL 

(Mr. RAMSTAD asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Speaker, last 
week the President announced his new 
team to head up the Justice Depart
ment. 

Appointments were made to head all 
the Justice Department divisions ex
cept one-the Criminal Division. 

The only sign from the administra
tion on crime so far is a 35-percent cut 
in new prison construction in the fiscal 
year 1994 budget. 

I certainly hope this does not indi
cate the way the Clinton administra
tion is going to work with us to fight 
crime in the next 4 years. 

The President promised in the St. 
Louis debate on October 11, "the crime 
bill will be one of my highest priorities 
next January if I become President." 

Mr. Speaker, it is now May-and still 
no crime bill. 

Let us get to work now to pass a 
strong and comprehensive crime bill
one that puts victims' rights ahead of 
criminals' rights. 

The victims of crime in this country 
deserve nothing less. 

BILL'S TAX IS UNFAIR 
(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, Btu 
[British thermal unit]. Right? Wrong. 
Bill's tax is unfair. 

Why is it unfair? Why is this Btu tax 
unfair? Because he was elected on the 
promise of a middle class tax cut. 

As the previous speaker said, he said 
repeatedly, as a candidate, "I will not 
raise the taxes on the middle class," 
but they will be getting a direct tax in
crease, a tax increase on Social Secu
rity benefits and a tax increase on the 
Btu's, which translates to about 8 to 10 
cents a gallon on gasoline, 4 percent on 
their annual electric bill. And that is a 
very significant tax cut? 

Maybe, just maybe, the middle class, 
the working man and woman, can ab
sorb those direct taxes, but what will it 
do to the prices that they pay at the 
stores, at the cash register? Everything 
that they buy is transferred or manu
factured using energy. 

Trucks are going to be paying higher 
taxes. Manufacturing processing plants 
are going to be paying higher taxes for 
the Btu's, and they are going to pass it 
right through to the good old working 
class one more time, who will get hit 
by a broken promise. 

Btu stands for "Bill's tax is unfair." 

NAFTA 
(Ms. VELAZQUEZ asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to share my recent experience on 
a factfinding trip to Mexico regarding 
NAFTA. 

The living conditions of thousands of 
families working for the infamous 
maquiladoras are deplorable. Many of 
these families were promised good jobs 
and decent wages more than 10 years 
ago by the American based companies. 
We witnessed the plight of families liv
ing in cardboard houses, with no elec
tricity or running water, where chil
dren play in fields of toxic waste. We 
met families who asked us to help 
them in their effort to gain the right 
for food because of the rampant hunger 
they are experiencing. 

The stories that were recounted by 
these people living in the shadows of 
the maquiladores told a grim story. 
The runaway plants that were estab
lished in the border areas are not lift
ing the standards of living of Mexicans. 
If NAFTA were approved now, the 
maquiladoras would increase tenfold. 
And with this increase would come an 
increase in the conditions we saw. 

NAFTA cannot be approved until we 
forge an agreement that will benefit 
the families of both our countries and 
not just the runaway plants. 

ANOTHER MISSPEAK 
(Mr. ROHRABACHER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, in 
recent weeks, I have complained from 

this platform about the misuse of 
words. Taxes as contributions, Federal 
spending called investment, a $29 bil
lion tax hike on seniors called a spend
ing cut. 

One example of politically motivated 
misspeak is especially irksome to this 
former journalist. The liberal left news 
media, in their coverage of even ts in 
the former Soviet Union, are labeling 
hard core Communists as "right 
wingers" and "conservatives." 

During the cold war the conserv
atives and the right wingers were the 
ones who were opposing communism. 
We were the ones who supported the re
formers like Yeltsin. 

Now the liberal left wants to turn re
ality on its head by prostituting the 
language. Communists are now and al
ways were leftwing extremists. Their 
tyranny was downplayed and some
times excused by the liberal left, who 
is now trying to mislabel Communists 
as being conservatives or right 
wingers. 

Get real. 
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THE TRUTH ABOUT GOVERNMENT 
SPENDING 

(Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to clarify some of 
the misconceptions about how and 
where our Federal Government spends 
our tax dollars. 

Recently, the Commerce Department 
issued a report detailing the amount of 
money the Federal Government spends 
per capita in each State. In each cat
egory, Texas ranked near the bottom 
in Government expenditures while 
Texas is in the top five in population. 

During this budget process, several 
projects in Texas have been criticized 
as wasteful Government spending 
which has given some the impression 
that Texas receives more than its fair 
share of Federal dollars. Projects such 
as the supercollider and the space sta
tion have been tossed around as good 
ways to cut Government spending and 
have been portrayed solely as pork 
projects for the State of Texas. 

The truth of the matter is: 
While Texas ranks in the top five in 

population, it remains near the bottom 
in Government spending per capita. 

The Federal Government spent $3,956 
per person in Texas compared to over 
$6,000 per person in some Northeastern 
States and over $33,000 in the District 
of Columbia. 

I bring this to your attention not to 
single out any one State, but to illus
trate that Texas has never received an 
equitable return on the tax dollars it 
sends to Washington. Whether it has 
been Federal highway funds or chapter 
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1 education funds, Texas has been con
sistently shortchanged. 

As the budget process continues, I 
ask you to remember these facts and 
keep overall spending in the context of 
where the people and need are nation
wide. 

HAS PRESIDENT CLINTON'S RE
JECTION OF SPENDING CUT PRO
POSALS LOST HIM DEMOCRATIC 
SUPPORT? 
(Mr. DREIER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, when 
President Clinton unveiled his budget 
proposal before us, he laid forth a chal
lenge to the Congress. He said that if 
we did not like his proposed budget, we 
should propose our own cuts, and be 
specific. I will never forget when he 
said, "No more hot air- show me 
where." 

We all know that those of us on the 
minority side came forth with specific 
proposals as to where spending cuts 
could take place. Then last night Presi
dent Clinton said the Republicans had 
not offered any specific proposals. Over 
the past hour my colleagues on this 
side of the aisle have been pointing out 
the fact that President Clinton made 
that statement and the fact that we 
have in fact proposed spending cuts. 
Not one member of the majority has 
stood here to defend President Clinton. 

It appears that the warm relation
ship that he has developed here in the 
House may not be as strong as some of 
us thought. 

WAIVING POINTS OF ORDER 
AGAINST CONFERENCE REPORT 
ON H.R. 2, NATIONAL VOTER 
REGISTRATION ACT OF 1993 
Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, by direc

tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 163 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 

H . RES. 163 
Resolved, That during consideration of the 

conference report to accompany the bill 
(H.R. 2) to establish national voter registra
tion procedures for Federal elections, and for 
other purposes, points of order against the 
conference report for failure to comply with 
clause 3 of rule XXVIII are waived. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). The gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. FROST] is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield 30 minutes 
to the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DREIER], pending which I yield myself 
such time as I may consume. All time 
yielded during debate on House Resolu
tion 163 is yielded for the purpose of de
bate only. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 163 
waives all points of order during the 

consideration of the conference report 
to accompany the bill, H.R. 2, the Na
tional Voter Registration Act of 1993, 
for failure to comply with the provi
sions of clause 3 of rule XXVIII. Clause 
3, rule XXVIII prohibits the consider
ation of matters outside the scope of 
the legislation committed to con
ference. 

To begin, Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to take this opportunity to commend 
the chairman of the Elections Sub
committee, the gentleman from Wash
ington [Mr. SWIFT] for bringing the 
conference report to the motor-voter 
bill to the House. Mr. SWIFT'S dedica
tion to the passage of this legislation 
has assured many thousands of Ameri
cans the opportunity to exercise their 
most basic right-the right to vote. 

The Committee on Rules has rec
ommended this rule waiving the rule 
prohibiting conference reports from 
containing matters which exceed the 
scope of what was committed to con
ference to accommodate the inclusion 
of a provision which clarifies that pub
lic assistance benefits are not affected 
by a recipient's decision to register or 
not to register to vote. The conference 
report requires States to offer voter 
registration at public assistance agen
cies-but also requires, and this is the 
new provision, that all public assist
ance recipients be assured, in writing, 
that their benefits will not be affected 
if they choose not to register. The con
ference report, seeking to further clar
ify this issue, also prohibits any em
ployee of that agency from suggesting 
or making a direct statement to an 
agency client that benefits might be 
affected by a decision on voter reg
istration. 

Mr. Speaker, the conference report to 
accompany H.R. 2 is a testament to the 
democratic process in this great Na
tion. This new law will provide an op
portunity for every eligible American 
to be included in the voting process. 
The conference report removes barriers 
to increased participation in our elec
toral process by removing many of the 
burdensome requirements found in 
some States and localities which im
pede the ability of a citizen to register 
to vote. As I stated when H.R. 2 was 
considered by the House in early Feb
ruary, this legislation brings the op
portunity to register to vote to the 
citizens of our country, rather than 
forcing them to seek out a way. 

Mr. Speaker, ~he opponents of this 
legislation claim that it will lead to 
wholesale fraud and abuse of the elec
toral process and extraordinary added 
expenses for the States. The House has 
rejected these arguments in the past 
and earlier this year; the conference re
port before us today is a compromise 
worthy of the democratic process-it 
addresses many of the concerns of op
ponents of this concept while preserv
ing the integrity of the intent of the 
bill. Mr. Speaker, this is a very good 

bill and one we should all be proud to 
support. I urge adoption of the rule and 
adoption of this conference report. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
this rule providing for consideration of 
the conference report for H.R. 2. This 
motor-voter bill has been fraught with 
problems, partisanship, and bad proc
ess. It came to the House under a 
closed gag-rule back in February, and 
the Democrat leadership has refused to 
try to fashion a compromise bill that 
reflects the concerns of many of our re
sponsible, thinking Members. 

It has been most ironic that legisla
tion posing as reform intended to ex
pand the democratic process-with a 
small "d"-has been shielded by closed 
rules that preclude serious debate and 
amendment. As we all know, this has 
become the trademark of the undemo
cratic Democrat leadership, and it is 
very ironic that on this bill that is de
signed to encourage greater voter par
ticipation, that we do it under this 
closed gag rule process. 

Mr. Speaker, this conference report 
should not be considered by the House 
until it is amended so that it does not 
pass new costs along to local and State 
governments. How many of us haven't 
heard from State, county, and local 
government officials, good hard-work
ing public servants, who already can
not keep up with costly mandates, 
which we are imposing on those local 
governments? . 

Enactment of this measure will pass 
the bill for millions of dollars of new 
mandated programs to local, county, 
and State governments across the 
country, and, Mr. Speaker, there is no 
Federal assistance to help them pay for 
the mandates. Yesterday, in the Rules 
Committee, I asked my good friend, the 
chairman of the Elections Subcommit
tee, and a fellow member of our Com
mittee on Congressional Reform, the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
SWIFT], if the conference committee 
had considered providing some sort of a 
funding mechanism, if they had even 
had discussion in the conference about 
this, so that we would have funding for 
these mandates that we are imposing 
on local governments. 

He responded that the other body 
made it clear that they wanted these 
mandates to be unfunded, and that he 
had worked in the past to try and bring 
up a measure that would provide fund
ing, but since the other body did not 
want it, it was not even discussed. 

I do not believe that we should be 
passing on the blame to unnamed Mem
bers of the other body. For example, in 
my State of California, the County 
Clerks Association estimates that this 
bill will cost $26 million for our State 
in the first year alone. That simply 
adds to the $1.4 billion in unfunded 
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Federal mandates that we have already 
imposed on California. 

In my county of Los Angeles, 90 per
cent of the budget goes to pay for Fed
eral and State mandates, and H.R. 2 
adds another $5.5 million onto that bill. 
We have to stop passing these unfunded 
mandates on to State and local govern
ments, and the time to start is right 
now with this conference report. 

While the $200 million cost for the 
bill may not seem like much to a Con
gress that is addicted to $350 billion 
deficits, back in the real world, where 
local officials must balance budgets, it 
is a great deal of money. 

H.R. 2 was originally brought to the 
floor under, as I said, an unfair gag 
rule earlier this year. An amendment 
to protect States from the unfunded 
mandates which we tried to offer was 
not even allowed for consideration. 
That mandate amendment had biparti
san support. 
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Now, with the conference report, we 
again cannot even consider the idea of 
not allowing these unfunded mandates. 
Eighteen other amendments were 
blocked by the Committee on Rules 
earlier this year. Many of them, had 
they been offered, would have ad
dressed the concerns that later caused 
the bill trouble over in the other body. 

Mr. Speaker, although the product of 
the conference is a better version of 
H.R. 2 than the bill passed in February, 
it is still a slanted, partisan, very ex
pensive, and fraud-inducing effort at 
reform. 

Until we have a chance to consider a 
voter registration bill the voters will 
be proud of, I urge Members to defeat 
this rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, for the pur
poses of debate only, I yield 3 minutes 
to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
TRAFICANT]. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speak er, I rise 
in support of the rule and in support of 
the conference report. 

The right to vote in America is sa
cred, and in order for America to re
main an open, free, participatory de
mocracy, Congress must ensure easy 
and ready access to our voting booths. 

The sad reality is, Mr. Speaker, in 
many parts of America it is easier to 
buy a gun than it is to vote. It is easier 
to buy a gun in America in many com
munities than it is to vote, and Con
gress knows it. We have, for some rea
son, Americans having to jump 
through hoops to say who they would 
like to see lead them. 

I want to commend the chairman, 
the gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
SWIFT], and the efforts of everyone who 
has advanced this bill to the House 
floor. 

The motor-voter bill in itself is not 
the total answer. We all know that. 

But it makes good common sense, and 
it moves America toward access of our 
voting booths. 

Money is not the big issue here. If we 
could be spending all of these bucks all 
over the world to develop freedom in 
Russia and every other country, we can 
expend a little bit of money to make 
sure that America is a free, open, 
participatory democracy. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to my friend from Casper, WY, 
the gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. 
THOMAS]. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
the rule and to the conference report. 

Mr. Speaker, the Federal Govern
ment has a bad practice of passing the 
buck. In the case of H.R. 2, the bucks 
are big and the stakes for States are 
high. 

The issue is not whether we want 
voters to be able to register. That is a 
clear goal we all support. The issue in 
H.R. 2 is how do you do it. How H.R. 2 
does it is simply put about as bad a 
way as you could design; it inspires 
fraud, mandates more on local govern
ments than they can afford, and does 
not improve the system. 

One has to ask that if the goals of 
H.R. 2 are worthy, the Congress should 
provide the funding for the program. 
We should not force States to pick up 
the tab. 

I am going over on Friday, at the in
vitation of the National Conference of 
State Legislators, to talk about man
dates. This is one of them, I suppose, 
we ought to talk about. I would ask 
some help from my friends. I should 
say to them that, I suppose, "Ladies 
and gentleman from the States, you 
need to understand that the Members 
of Congress know more about what you 
ought to do in your State than you 
do." Maybe I should state to them, 
"Ladies and gentlemen, the Members 
of Congress are more compassionate 
than you are about voting. They care 
more about voting than you do, as 
elected members of your legislatures." 
Or I suppose we could say to them, "It 
is a great idea, but we do not care 
enough about it in Congress. Members 
say, 'Well, you can pay for it, and we 
will decide what you should do.'" 

Many States are in the red. The Fed
eral Government has mandated pro
grams that Ii terally put the coffers 
into deficits. In this case, it is an espe
cially bad program that we are asking 
them to pay for. It inspires, and, in
deed, encourages fraud. 

County clerks in my State who have 
the responsibility for voting rules and 
regulations are opposed to this bill, 
Democrats and Republicans. 

It is bad legislative policy and lit
erally takes away the funds that 
should be spent for local services. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
the rule and the conference report. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

This frustration over unfunded Fed
eral mandates has been very great, and 
our side of the aisle has established a 
task force on unfunded mandates. My 
friend from Casper, WY, the gentleman 
from Wyoming [Mr. THOMAS], is a 
member of that task force, because he, 
too, is very concerned about the issues 
that have been raised by his local gov
ernment officials in his State. 

Another member of our task force, in 
fact, its vice-chairman, the former 
mayor of Santa Clarita, is my friend, 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
MCKEON]. 

Mr. Speaker, at this point I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. MCKEON]. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
the rule on the conference report for 
H.R. 2, the motor-voter bill. If my col
leagues in the House will recall, this 
legislation was brought before this 
body 2 months ago under a rule which 
did not allow Members to offer amend
ments to the bill. The only alternative 
measure allowed by the leadership for a 
vote was a substitute bill offered by 
the Republican leader. 

I rise today to point out two matters 
for Members to consider. One is the 
issue of unfunded Federal mandates. As 
cochairman of the Republican Task 
Force on Federal Mandates, I have con
cerns about the impact this legislation 
will have on my State of California. 
Conservative estimates place my 
State's cost of complying with the 
motor-voter bill at $25 million, al
though the actual figure is probably 
higher. 

Mr. Speaker, as president of the Re
publican freshman class, I was dis
mayed when the Rules Committee did 
not allow Members the opportunity to 
debate a bipartisan amendment offered 
by two of my California colleagues 
which addressed some of the legisla
tion's shortcomings. Yes, this bill is 
about voter registration, but it is also 
another example of the Federal Gov
ernment mandating a program upon 
State and local governments but not 
providing proper funding. This type of 
governing must stop. 

There is also a credibility issue at 
stake here. First and foremost in any 
election is the assurance that fraud is 
not present. Without this assurance, 
the credibility of our electoral process 
is damaged. I have real concerns about 
our ability to maintain these high 
standards if this bill is enacted into 
law. 

In California, it is not difficult to 
register to vote. You can register by 
mail, at the post office and in many 
areas a person can register at their 
local shopping center. However, while 
making it easier to register is a worthy 
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goal, to do so at the expense of destroy
ing public confidence in our electoral 
process is simply bad policy. 

Mr. Speaker, all of us support the 
concept of making it easier for our 
citizens to vote . But I would urge my 
colleagues, and particularly my fresh
man colleagues, to remember that we 
were elected to pass sensible, cost-con
scious legislation. Unfortunately, the 
motor-voter bill is neither. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield 3 minutes 
to the gentleman from Vermont [Mr. 
SANDERS]. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me. this 
time and congratulate the authors of 
this important legislation on their ef
forts. 

Mr. Speaker, things happen in our 
country for reasons. There is a reason 
why the wealthiest 1 percent of our 
population now owns more wealth than 
the bottom 90 percent. There is a rea
son that at this time we have seen a 
growth in billionaires and millionaires 
and seen the richest people become 
richer. We have also seen 2 million 
Americans sleep out on the street, 5 
million children go hungry, and tens of 
millions of Americans lacking heal th 
care and other basic necessities of life. 

One of the reasons why these occur
rences take place is that to a very 
large degree poor people and working 
people have very little impact upon the 
political process. The facts are very 
clear. The overwhelming majority of 
poor people do not vote. They are over
whelmed by the problems of their daily 
lives. They do not understand what 
Government does, if Government does 
anything for them. 

Working people in many instances do 
not vote. But, on the other hand, the 
people who have the money do vote. 
The people who have the money do 
make contributions to candidates of 
their choice who end up representing 
them. 

Now, I do not think that the motor
voter bill is going to change the world, 
but what it will do is simplify the elec
tion registration process and make it 
easier for poor people and working peo
ple to participate. 

It is right that when you walk in and 
get your driver's license you should be 
able to sign up to vote. 
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And it is right that when you want , 

you should have the opportunity to 
register by postcard. The fact of the 
matter is that nobody in this institu
tion should be happy about it; the 
United States has the dubious distinc
tion of having the lowest rate of voter 
turnout in the industrialized world. 

We thought we did very well in the 
recent Presidential election. Fifty-five 
percent of the people came out. That 
means that 45 percent of American citi
zens did not come out to vote. 

There are Members of Congress who 
were elected by 25 or 30 percent, 35 per
cent of their constituencies. 

Now, my own view is that we will not 
be able to change priorities in this 
country. We will not begin to be able to 
make Government responsive to the 
needs of the people until the people 
themselves participate. 

The poor people have got to come out 
and vote and stand up and fight for 
their rights and their kids, and so do 
working people. We cannot continue a 
situation where the wealthy dominate 
the political scene. 

I strongly applaud the authors of this 
legislation; it is long overdue. We are 
just now beginning to catch up with 
the rest of the industrialized world. 

I urge full support for this legisla
tion. Let us have the goal that when 
the next Presidential election comes 
about, we will not have 55 percent of 
our people voting, but 80 percent of our 
people voting, people prepared to stand 
up, fight for their lives and change the 
priorities of this country. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, another 
hardworking member of our task force 
on unfunded Federal mandates is the 
distinguished former Governor of the 
State of Delaware. I yield 2 minutes to 
my friend from Wilmington, the gen
tleman from Delaware [Mr. CASTLE]. 

Mr. CASTLE. I thank the gentleman 
very much and thank the distinguished 
gentleman from California for his won
derful introduction and for yielding 
this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise with some degree 
of reluctance to oppose the rule on the 
conference report on H.R. 2, I believe, 
as I think do most of the Members 
here, that the cause is right; allowing 
people to vote is what we need to do, 
and making it easier for people to vote 
is something we should do in this coun
try. But the funding methodology is 
very, very wrong. 

This is another unfunded mandate on 
the States that could cost as much as, 
I understand, $200 million a year. 
Under H.R. 2, States and local govern
ments are to pay for the postage, print
ing expenses and additional staff need
ed to comply with these new regula
tions. The States currently foot the 
bill for as much as $500 billion in un
funded Federal mandates each year 
which have accumulated over the 
years. Imposing the new mandates in 
this bill will further impact the ability 
of the States to respond to State and 
local needs. 

I understand why a Federal Govern
ment tries to do this and the Congress 
tries to do it; because we are broke and 
because we cannot afford to do it our
selves. But neither can the States and 
local governments continue to do this. 
It continues to compound. 

Medicaid, environmental issues, this 
year in particular the Clean Air Act, is 
going to cause horrendous problems on 
a local basis. Other years, Clean Water, 

Superfund, whatever it may be, even 
education, which is really a local func
tion. And now election laws. And that 
is to say nothing of the bureaucracy, 
the red tape and the regulations and 
other issues that local governments 
have to face because of what we do in 
the Federal Government. 

I would like to ask one thing here in 
May 1993: Perhaps this is the year and 
this is the rule and this is the time and 
the place where we say, "Enough is 
enough. Let's put a stop to it. Let's 
stop Federal mandates back to local 
and State governments in terms of ex
penditures, so that they can balance 
their budget and so that we assume the 
responsibility for those things which 
we think are correct and right to do in 
this country.'' 

For these reasons I do urge this Con
gress to turn down the rule and, hope
fully, to end mandates back to local 
governments for all time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). The Chair will announce 
that the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
FROST] has 22 minutes remaining, and 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DREIER] has 18 minutes remaining. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield 3 minutes 
to the gentleman from New Mexico 
[Mr. RICHARDSON]. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, here 
is another evidence of President Clin
ton moving on a campaign promise and 
delivering. We will have national voter 
registration streamlining; Mr. SWIFT 
and the minority deserve enormous 
credit. 

This legislation reaffirms our com
mitment to democracy and, if signed 
into law, as expected, this legislation 
will give a political voice to millions of 
Americans. 

As you may know, my colleagues, 
minorities are among those most un
likely to register to vote. Perhaps the 
most important impact of this legisla
tion will be increased registration 
among these groups. In 1980, only 53.5 
percent of the total eligible Hispanic 
voters were registered to vote. What is 
worse, the figure has decreased during 
the past decade. In 1990, only 51.9 per
cent of the total eligible Hispanic vot
ers were registered to vote, compared 
to 67 percent of the eligible white popu
lation. By simplifying and standardiz
ing the voter registration process, the 
National Voter Registration Act will 
result in 90 percent registration of all 
eligible voters. 

This bill was a strong symbol of the 
Congress' commitment to the Amer
ican people. I am very pleased that this 
conference report has evolved with sen
sitivity on the civil rights issue. I com
mend both the majority and the minor
ity as to how they dealt with the issue 
of undocumented workers, also on the 
issue of citizenship. 

I think also, Mr. Speaker, after this 
legislation is passed, we should proceed 



May 5, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 9215 
with other ways to make it easier to 
register to vote. 

Today I introduce, with my colleague 
from the Senate, JEFF BINGAMAN, legis
lation authorizing a demonstration 
project on voting by telephone. Just as 
the motor-voter legislation focused on 
removing barriers to voter registra
tion, Congress must now direct its at
tention to expanding the voting meth
ods. 

The State of New Mexico is looking 
into voting by phone. They have had a 
successful demonstration project 
which, while not intended to replace 
conventional voting at polling booths, 
this method has tremendous potential 
to bring the disabled, the elderly, and 
those otherwise unable to reach the 
polls, into the voting arena. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend the gen
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
ROSE], the gentleman from Washington 
[Mr. SWIFT], and those in the minority 
for outstanding work on a very out
standing piece of legislation. Another 
one of President Clinton's campaign 
promises that will soon become reality. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of the conference report on the Na
tional Voter Registration Act. By 
streamlining the voter registration 
process, this legislation reaffirms our 
commitment to democracy and, if 
signed into law, this legislation will 
give a political voice to millions of 
Americans. 

The National Voter Registration Act 
is a strong symbol of Congress' com
mitment to the American people. I am 
pleased with the conference report on 
this legislation and I am proud to lend 
my support to this important legisla
tion. I urge my colleagues to lend their 
support to this conference report. 

I am pleased also to announce today 
the introduction of legislation author
izing a demonstration project on vot
ing by phone. Just as the motor-voter 
legislation focused on removing bar
riers to voter registration, Congress 
must now direct its attention to the 
expansion of voting methods. 

One such method which has been ex
amined by the State of New Mexico is 
voting by phone. This important 
project, while not intended to replace 
conventional voting at polling booths, 
has tremendous potential to bring the 
disabled, elderly, and those otherwise 
unable to reach the polls, into the vot
ing arena. 

Just prior to the general election in 
1992, the New Mexico secretary of 
state, in conjunction with Sandia Na
tional Laboratory, conducted a mock 
election whereby individuals partici
pated in an election which allowed 
them to vote by phone. This project 
was based on a computerized system 
that allowed voters to dial an auto
matic vote-gathering facility and enter 
their ballot choices through the use of 
a prepublished ballot. Sandia National 
Laboratory worked to ensure the secu
rity of the system. 

The success of the New Mexico voting 
by phone project suggests the potential 
for widespread use of this voting meth
od. I am pleased to introduce legisla
tion which would facilitate the devel
opment of voting by phone by authoriz
ing up to $2 million for a consortium 
including one or more of our national 
laboratories and the participation of a 
State government to demonstrate the 
feasibility of voting by phone. 

I am pleased with the progress made 
by the State of New Mexico in this area 
and strongly believe that expansion of 
voting methods will serve to strength
en our democratic process. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
happy to yield to another former local 
official who has dealt with the problem 
of unfunded Federal mandates, my very 
able seatmate on the Committee on 
Rules. I yield 3 minutes to the gen
tleman from Sanibel, FL, Mr. Goss. 

Mr. GOSS. I thank the distinguished 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
DREIER] for yielding this time to me, 
and also for the guidance that he gives 
me on the Committee on Rules. 

It is very much my belief that the 
standing rules of this House should pre
vail under all but the most extraor
dinary of circumstances, as we go 
about our business. Many times in the 
past, for months, as we all know, I have 
risen, and others have risen, in this 
Chamber to protest the frequent and, I 
think fairly described as cavalier fash
ion, in which the majority leadership 
has waived House rules in the interest 
of punching an artificial and blatantly 
political time clock in some instances. 

Generally, these waivers do stifle de
bate and diminish Members' ability to 
make the most articulate and most in
formed decisions with their votes, after 
persuasive debate. 

As a result, in my view, we have 
moved legislation that is less than the 
best. The people of this country are not 
getting our best efforts, because we are 
not using the rules properly. 

Again, today, we are asked to waive 
a rule of the House, this time for a con
ference report with provisions neither 
body approved during the first go
round on motor-voter registration. We 
are told the waiver is good because it is 
a means to the end of having a better 
bill. I agree we have a better bill, but 
it was putting us in the position of say
ing we really are better off saying that 
we shoot ourselves in the foot rather 
than cutting our throats to get to this 
position. I do not think that is a very 
good way to do business. I agree that, 
today, we have got a better bill, al
though still a troublesome bill, it is 
less bad than the first time we consid
ered this because the other body has 
added some things that I think are im
provements. At the least, the con
ference report seeks to prevent blatant 
coercion by public officials when peo
ple register to vote. That is a plus. And 
it does broaden and add balance to lo-

cations where people can register. That 
is a plus. But does that mean that 
waiving House rules justifies the end of 
a better bill? If we had done it right 
from the very beginning, with an open 
rule, we probably would not be in this 
awkward position we are today. Many 
of the changes made by the conference 
committee were proposed by Members 
in this House from the beginning, but 
the bill did not have the luxury of un
fettered debate and amendment, be
cause it was not an unrestricted bill. 
This bill is still flawed, for a number of 
reasons, as I think we are hearing. 
First, it sets up a very costly and un
funded Federal mandate on States and 
localities already struggling to make 
ends meet. This is serious business 
when we are trying to balance budgets, 
which you have to do in many States 
and in most localities where we do not 
seem to know how to do it here. 

Second, it jeopardizes the integrity 
of our electio:n,s process, taking away 
the right of local election officials to 
fully purge voter rolls, opening the 
door to the potential for fraud which 

·we have all talked about before. 
Third, it fails to ensure that those 

who do register to vote are U.S. citi
zens, better known as the Zoe Baird 
chauffeur phenomenon. 
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Certainly this bill was conceived 
with all good intentions and I con
gratulate those who did that. 

I think it is great to expand voter 
participation, but the final product 
that we have got here today is mis
guided and I frankly think it should be 
defeated. I urge defeat on this rule. Let 
us go back to the drawing board. 

The gentleman from Vermont spoke 
about those people who did not vote in 
the last election. The gentleman from 
Vermont neglected to mention the per
centage of people who are registered in 
the last election who did not vote. 
That is a significant number and that 
leads to other matters that should be 
addressed that this bill does not touch. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield 3 minutes 
to the gentleman from Washington 
[Mr. SWIFT]. 

Mr. SWIFT. First of all, Mr. Speaker, 
I would suggest if there is anybody who 
is reading the RECORD at some point in 
the future and wants to hear rebuttals 
for all of the issues that have been 
raised today, I would urge them to go 
back and read the hearings of all the 
previous debates that we have had, the 
issue of fraud and so forth has all been 
raised. 

A big issue is being made today of 
the fact that there is no money to ac
company what is estimated to be about 
a $20 million initial cost in establish
ing the program. 

This program will, in the long run, 
actually save money for the States be
cause of the provision in the legislation 
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which deal with cleaning up the voter 
rolls and so forth, but there is some 
initial cost. 

We have, in this body, people I like to 
call shoppers. If they do not like the 
bill, they go shopping for a reason not 
to like the bill. Some shoppers have de
cided that, today, the reason is that 
the bill does not have money in it for 
some of the startup costs for the 
States. 

I would note that, when this bill was 
first brought to the House, it had fund-
ing at the Federal level to ·assist with 
the startup costs, and a majority of the 
Republicans voted against it then, too. 
They shopped for other arguments to 
be against allowing American citizens 
to register to vote in an easy and con
venient manner as possible. 

What we are seeing today is people 
shopping for a reason as acceptable as 
they think possible for opposing the 
right of citizens to register to vote as 
conveniently and easily as possible. 

They would not support the legisla
tion in the majority when we included 
those provisions, and yet they criticize 
the bill because those provisions are 
not there. You cannot have it both 
ways. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
happy to yield 5 minutes to the gen
tleman from Metairie, LA, Mr. LIVING
STON, the ranking member of the Sub
committee on Elections of the Com
mittee on House Administration. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my friend for yielding this time 
to me and for pronouncing Metairie 
right, too. 

The gentleman does a great job on 
the Rules Committee and I am proud to 
serve with him in the House of Rep
resentatives. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not rise one way or 
the other on this rule. This rule is fair
er than the one which governed the 
original debate on the House bill. That 
rule was outrageous. It denied us the 
ability to provide meaningful, well-in
tentioned, perfecting amendments to 
this legislation, which I think is tre
mendously defective. Our amendments 
would have improved the bill. We were 
denied the right to offer amendments, 
and I think the American people were 
denied the right to openly debate the 
issue surrounding this legislation. 

This legislation is well-intentioned 
with a great purpose of encouraging 
people to vote. Who in the world could 
be against that, except for the fact 
that all 50 States have their own elec
tion laws which already govern the 
way people go to the polls and cast 
their ballots. 

Your vote is your most sacrosanct 
right under the Constitution of the 
United States because it allows you to 
pick your leaders at the local, na
tional, and statewide levels. 

All of a sudden the wisdom of Wash
ington has decided that because places 
like Wisconsin or Vermont or Ohio are 

happy with their voter registration 
laws, we are going to impose their laws 
on the rest of the country. 

You in the South might have some 
heavy evidence of voter fraud on a reg
ular occasion in your elections, but we 
do not know what voter fraud is in Wis
consin, so we are going to devise a law 
that you have to live by, because after 
all, if voter fraud does not exist in Wis
consin or Vermont, it does not exist. 

Well, I would suggest that it prob
ably does exist in Wisconsin or Ver
mont, perhaps not as blatantly as 
other places in this country, but the 
fact is it does exist in other parts of 
the country. One of my opponents in 
my first race went to jail. My prede
cessor went to prison for vote fraud. 

Now, why should the wisdom fall to 
Washington to tell the rest of the coun
try how to run their election laws when 
they are perfectly capable of running 
their own elections under their own 
laws as they see fit? 

You might say, well, in order to pre
vent them from violating someone's 
civil rights. That was addressed in 1964 
and 1965. We passed the civil rights 
laws that affected the Nation and every 
State in this Nation, every citizen lives 
under the protection of those laws, so 
that is not the point. 

The point of the legislation is to 
make it easier to vote, and yet what we 
are really doing is making it easier in 
some parts of this country to steal 
elections, to undermine each and every 
qualified American citizen's legally en
dowed vote to dilute the impact of that 
vote by allowing ineligible people to 
register. 

I think this legislation is unneces
sary, and hence I think this rule is un
necessary. I think that the way that 
the majority packaged this legislation 
when it first came to the floor was ab
solutely intolerable. It denied the right 
of the minority to offer meaningful and 
well-intentioned amendments and to 
openly discuss this legislation, in ac
cordance with the intent of the U.S. 
House of Representatives, and there
fore I object to this rule. I will vote 
against it and I will vote against the 
legislation. 

In answer to the point of the gen
tleman from Vermont, I would say, 
some people do not want to vote, and 
that is their right. We should not use 
the fact that they do not wish to vote 
to pass unnecessary legislation, which 
could undermine the election process 
of this entire Nation. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am very 
happy to yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Greensboro, NC, Mr. 
COBLE, the newest member of the task 
force on unfunded Federal mandates. 

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from Claremont, CA, for 
having yielded this time to me. 

One of the previous speakers indi
cated that this legislation, if enacted, 
will save money. Well, that conclusion 

has been lost upon my friends in North 
Carolina who administer State election 
laws. They have not learned that yet. I 
look forward to pursuing this rule 
thoroughly and sharing that with them 
if that is in fact the truth. 
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It is my fear, Mr. Speaker, that this 

is yet another mandate from the banks 
of the Potomac to send the word back 
to the 50 different States that they are 
going to do it the way we say, "Do it," 
in Washington, and it is going to cost 
about $200 million, I am told, that no
body has bothered to fund. 

I say to my colleagues, "Oh, yeah, 
we're barking out signals to Carolina, 
and Virginia, and California and Alas
ka, here, there, and yonder: 'Change 
your rules. Do it your way. It's going 
to cost you more money, but that's 
going to be your problem. But if you 
don't administer the laws, then you're 
in deep water.'" 

Many of the advocates of this pro
posed motor-voter law insist that those 
of us who oppose this measure are op
posed to the right to vote. Now, Mr. 
Speaker, such a charge as this is ludi
crous and, of course, without founda
tion. 

As the gentleman from Louisiana 
[Mr. LIVINGSTON] just pointed out, vot
ing laws should be enacted and admin
istered at the State level. Yet another 
example, as I said previously, is in play 
right now: Big Brother in Washington 
knows better. Listen to Big Brother in 
Washington. 

My colleagues, this proposal that we 
are discussing now is going to cause far 
more problems than it will solutions, 
and I urge the defeat of the rule. 

I thank the gentleman from Clare
mont. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from North Carolina for 
his very excellent and enlightening 
statement. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to my 
very capable friend, the gentleman 
from Aston, PA, Mr. WELDON, who is a 
former chairman of the county board 
and a former mayor. 

Mr. WELDON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. DREIER] for yielding 
this time to me and rise in opposition 
to this rule. 

Mr. Speaker, as a former chairman of 
a county board representing 600,000 
people and a former local mayor, one of 
the things that I would wish we could 
have as a prerequisite to serve in this 
institution would be a requirement to 
serve in local government because we 
like to tell the American people that 
we know best how to administer gov
ernment at the local level, and, boy, 
are we so wrong. 

One of the things that I have done in 
my 7 years in Washington, Mr. Speak
er, is I have traveled around my State 
and our country talking to local elect-
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ed officials, and they keep saying over 
and over again, "Will you stop impos
ing new mandates on us without the 
funding? If you think it's so important, 
if you think that you know better than 
us, give us the money to implement 
it." I hear it from school board mem
bers when they tell us that we mandate 
special education funding but do not 
put the dollars there, when we mandate 
asbestos programs without the dollars. 
I hear it from local towns when we 
mandate OSHA requirements and other 
legislation with no money to imple
ment it. 

Mr. Speaker, we walk away. We have 
done a great job, we are heroes, and 
meanwhile the poor folks across Amer
ica are, in fact, not able to meet the re
quirements of their constituents. Here 
we do again, Mr:' Speaker. 

As my colleagues know, I stood in 
this well less than 2 months ago argu
ing for the family medical leave bill 
which many of my colleagues on this 
side disagree with, and I tried to offer 
an amendment to have us pay for the 
costs associated with implementing 
that legislation. But once again my 
colleagues on the other side who pro
fess to be concerned about local gov
ernment did not want to bear the costs 
associated with family and medical 
leave. 

Now we are being told there is no 
cost with motor-voter. Well, Mr. 
Speaker, let us get down to the facts 
and the nitty-gritty. 

I went back to two of my three local 
counties and asked for their input, and, 
Mr. Speaker, at the end of my remarks 
I will insert both letters of response 
from the two counties I represent, and 
I would urge my colleagues on the 
other side, three of whom represent a 
part of one of these same counties, to 
look at this information. 

In Delaware County, which I rep
resent with two of my colleagues from 
the other side, the cost per year is esti
mated to be $300,000 in implement. 
Well, this is the county board, and, if 
the chairman wants to laugh, I would 
ask him to dispute this with any coun
ty chief registration clerk. In Mont
gomery County, which I happen to 
share jurisdiction with four Members 
from the other side, their cost estimate 
is $508,000 per year. It is in black and 
white, written form, in a letter. I am 
inserting two counties from Pennsylva
nia that are going to be facing $800,000 
cost per year to implement this bill, 
and they say, "Well, it's going to help 
increase voter turnout." 

Mr. Speaker, I am happy that my dis
trict has the largest turnout in the en
tire State of Pennsylvania in all 21 
congressional districts and more than 
90 percent of the congressional elec
tions in this country last November. 
There were 282,000 people who voted in 
that election. We did not need to be 
prodded by Washington. We do not need 
to be told that we are not doing our job 

well. And we do not need to have some
thing jammed down our throats that is 
not going to help us deal with people 
who want to vote in our particular 
counties. Mr. Speaker, our results from 
each election run about 80 to 85 per
cent .. 

The biggest problem that is going to 
come with this, besides the cost, is the 
inability to purge the rolls, and let me 
quote from the letter from the chief 
clerk of Montgomery County, PA: 

Here is the heart of the problem. I would 
estimate that 90 percent of purges for failure 
to vote is because a voter has left Montgom
ery County. Seldom, if ever, do they inform 
us of their move. With the purge prohibition, 
you are going to see two, three, or possibly 
more families registered at the same ad
dress. You can imagine the political cam
paign ·costs involved with mailing literature 
to people who no longer reside at a particu
lar address. 

This issue, which I originally sup
ported, by the way, when it came out 
and paid for itself, is a terrible bill in 
its current form. This rule deserves to 
be defeated. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WELDON. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I ask the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania to make 
that statement again because we heard 
earlier that we were seeing people 
shopping around for reasons not to sup
port this bill. 

Mr. WELDON. Mr. Speaker, I will re
peat again that I was an original sup
porter of the bill when it came out of 
the House and paid for itself. I was a 
proud supporter and spoke in favor of 
it in front of my League of Women Vot
ers because it made sense. This bill 
does not make sense. This rule does not 
make sense. 

Washington, the beltway has got to 
learn the lesson that the American 
people do not want more unfunded 
mandates. 

REGISTRATION COMMISSION, 
COUNTY OF MONTGOMERY, 

Norristown, PA, March 30, 1993. 
Hon. CURT WELDON, 
U.S. House of Representatives, Cannon House 

Office Building, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. WELDON: Your letter of February 

18, 1993, addressed to Mr. Michael H. McAdoo, 
subject matter H.R. 2 or " Motor-Voter" bill 
has been forwarded to me for necessary ac
tion. More than an invitation for fraud, my 
concerns are with purge prohibition, duplica
tions, the cost for maintaining this system, 
and the time constraints which occur at the 
close of registration prior to an election. 

Potential for Fraud. The potential for 
fraud is inherent in any voter registration by 
mail. This potential will only increase with 
the myriad agencies becoming involved with 
voter registration. This is especially true 
when the voter registration certificate is 
used as proof of citizenship when travelling 
to certain places outside CONUS. Had this 
law been in effect several years ago, Zoe 
Baird's chauffeur could have been a reg
istered voter had he chosen or innocently 
overlooked the citizenship requirement. We 
have found non-U.S. citizens on our rolls, 

discovered when the Jury Board, which uses 
the voter rolls for potential panels, sent out 
their questionnaire which asks the specific 
question "are you a U.S. citizen?" I feel that 
this specific question should appear sepa
rately on any registration form instead of 
being buried in the affidavit. 

Duplications. One of our more vexing prob
lems is with duplicate registration applica
tions. How can the Congressional Budget Of
fice (CBO) assume that people who are al
ready registered will indicate on forms that 
they do not wish to register to vote? And 
this question brings up another problem: If 
an applicant got a drivers license, for in
stance, states that he/she does not wish to 
register to vote, is he/she stating "I do not 
wish to register to vote-period", "I do not 
wish to register to vote because I am already 
registered" OR " I do not wish to register to 
vote, please remove me from the rolls?" And 
how do you handle 16-17 year old drivers li
cense applicants? 

Time Constraints. During the 1992 Presi
dential election year, Montgomery County 
processed 50,000 new registration applica
tions, the majority of which were received 
within the six weeks prior to the 30 day 
deadline. This office worked nights and 
weekends during this period. Also, several 
hundred were received after the deadline 
from Philadelphia, Bucks and Delaware 
Counties, which we honored if their date
stamp indicated that they had been received 
prior to the deadline. People simply ignored 
the pre-printed address on the form. These 
late receipts only added to our processing 
burden. Will registration throughout the 
year from say, motor vehicle office(s) allevi
ate this last minute crunch? I doubt it since 
I believe duplicate registrations will increase 
as result of this new law. And how will these 
outside agencies know which county to send 
these forms to? After all, a zip code such as 
Philadelphia, 19118 also includes Montgom
ery County. 

Purge Prohibition for Failure to Vote. 
Here is the heart of the problem. I would es
timate that 90 percent of purges for failure 
to vote is because a voter has left Montgom
ery County. Seldom, if ever, do they inform 
us of their move. With the purge prohibition, 
you are going to see two, three, or possibly 
more families registered at the same ad
dress! You can imagine the political cam
paign costs involved with mailing literature 
to people who no longer reside at a particu
lar address. 

Costs. It is difficult to come up with precise 
costs without an experience factor as to the 
increased enrollments. However, it is clear 
that the CEO grossly underestimated these 
costs. In the February 22, 1993 issue of Elec
tion Administrative Reports, the state of 
California estimated a cost of $26.1 million 
per year to meet Federal mandates, which is 
more than CBO Estimated for all 50 states 
combined. Perhaps a Pennsylvania estimate 
would be more reliable. In coming up with a 
County estimate, the following assumptions 
have been made: 

Montgomery County Planning Commission 
estimate of 612,298 persons 18 years and older 
in 1993. 

357,400 current registered voters following 
1993 purge. 

153,075 DMV registration per year. (assum-
ing 4 year cycle) 

10 percent will wish not to vote . 
New precincts will carry 1,200 voters each. 
Use the California costs as a base. These 

are : 
Processing DMV-generated affidavits at 

$1.50/item. 
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Additional purge requirements at $0.33/affi

davit. 
Servicing expanded voter rolls at $3.00/reg

istrant. 
Additional precincts at $415/precinct. 

(Note: this does not include cost of purchas
ing new voting machines.) 

Processing DMV- generated affidavits, 
137,768 renewal applications/yr. at $1.50/ 
items, $206,652. 

46,290 address updates at $1.50/item, $69,435. 
Cost of additional purge requirements, 

40,000 purged affidavits (Forwardable first 
class postage) at $0.33/affidavit, $13,200. 

Servicing expanded voter rolls, 65,574 addi
tional registrants at $3.00/registrant, $196,722. 

Cost for additional precincts to service ad
ditional registered voters, 55 precincts at 
$415/precinct, $22,825. 

Total County Election Cost per Year, 
$508,834. 

Other Comments. If we are to continue 
using the current method of District Bind
ers, then the mail in registration form, the 
one used at the motor vehicles driver license 
and the forms maintained at all State offices 
as required by the new law must conform to 
the size and ring binder holes format so as to 
fit into the binders currently in use. 

As stated previously, citizenship should be 
a question separate from the affirmation 
statement. 

As stated previously, cost estimates are 
just that; estimates, until an experience fac
tor determines otherwise. 

I hope the above addresses the concerns of 
your letter. 

Sincerely, 
EMMETT F. PRICE, 

Chief Clerk. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield 3 minutes 
to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. AP
PLEGATE]. 

Mr. APPLEGATE. Mr. Speaker, I 
have been listening to this debate, and 
I was not planning to speak on this, 
but I just cannot believe that these 
people are arguing about the most 
basic principle and right that we have 
in this country because of a few measly 
dollars. 

Let me tell my colleagues something: 
We have had 1.25 million veterans who 
died fighting in battle to defend the 
right to vote, to defend the Constitu
tion and the Declaration of Independ
ence. There were millions and millions 
more who were disabled, and there 
were many, many millions who fought 
overseas for us. Now do my colleagues 
think they went over there just so that 
we can turn down their basic rights? 

Now we cannot force people to vote. 
We cannot drive them to the polls. But 
we can certainly make it easier for 
them to be able to vote. 

Our forefathers 200 and some years 
ago sacrificed their fortunes so as to 
allow that we have a Constitution of 
the United States, so as to allow that 
we have a Bill of Rights, so as to allow 
these freedoms for the people of our 
country. 

A balanced budget? Nuts. It is just 
plain old politics. People all over the 
world, all over the world, are fighting 
for what we have, for what we take for 
granted. The people in this country are 

not exercising one of the very few 
things that they can participate in. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. APPLEGATE. I will in just a 
moment. 

Mr. Speaker, I say to my colleagues, 
"You can participate in voting because 
you participate in paying your taxes, 
and I think you ought to be ashamed of 
yourselves, anybody who gets up here 
and talks about it in that manner. It is 
a very basic principle and a right that 
we have." 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. APPLEGATE. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. APPLE
GATE] for yielding to me. I would like 
to ask my friend to clarify the state
ment that was made earlier. 

Now was the gentleman indicating 
that those of us who are opposed to 
this rule are trying to jeopardize the 
rights of Americans to vote? I was con
fused about that. I think that is what 
he said. 

Mr. Speaker, no one on our side tried 
to in any way jeopardize the rights of 
Americans to vote. 

Mr. APPLEGATE. Mr. Speaker, I say 
to the gentleman, you are just not 
making it accessible to them as it 
ought to be, and, when you are talking 
about dollars and cents versus the very 
basic principle and right that we have, 
then you are not just giving them the 
full latitude of being able to vote. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I would 
say to my friend that the thing that 
has concerned us is a few dollars and 
cents, which is the way the gentleman 
referred to it. It is about $200 million, 
and my local officials and I suspect 
that the gentleman from Ohio's local 
officials would be very concerned about 
the fact that we are imposing this on 
them without providing the necessary 
resources. 

Mr. APPLEGATE. Mr. Speaker, I dis
agree that we should not be mandating 
these costs, but this is something that 
is a little bit special, a little bit dif
ferent. 

0 1500 
Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am 

happy to yield 1 minute to my very elo
quent friend, the gentleman from 
Aston, PA. 

Mr. WELDON. Mr. Speaker, I would 
just add once again that if this issue is 
so important to the American people in 
encouraging people to vote, we should 
pay for it. That is what the American 
people are saying. If we want to do 
this, I am willing to vote for it if we 
would pay for it. I will vote "yes" if we 
pay for it. Tell us where the money is 
going to come from. We should · not 
shift the responsibility to mayors and 
county commissioners who are having 
to raise property taxes, and then we 

can just walk away and say, "We're 
great because we have mandated it." 

We should pay for it. I am willing to 
vote to pay for this bill if you bring it 
back with the mechanism to fund it. If 
we do that, I will vote "yes." That is 
what I said when the bill first came up. 
But we are not paying for it. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WELDON. The time is not mine. 
The time belongs to my distinguished 
colleague. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Will the gentleman 
from Texas yield time? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). The gentleman from Penn
sylvania had been yielded time, but in 
any event, the time has expired. 

The Chair understands that the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. FROST] has no 
requests for time, and the Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from California 
[Mr. DREIER]. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, to close 
the debate, I yield the balance of our 
time to my friend, the gentleman from 
Aston, PA, Mr. WELDON. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WELDON] is recognized for l1/2 minutes 
to close debate for the minority. 

Mr. WELDON. Mr. Speaker, I would 
just say that here we have a classic 
case of Washington attempting to tell 
local public officials what is the best 
way to run their local governments. 

I went back to the chief clerks in the 
counties I represent in an honest and 
intelligent manner and I told them 
that I supported the original bill, that 
I thought it was a good idea and we 
were willing to pay for it, but now that 
we were not going to pay for it, I asked 
what was their feeling? What would be 
the additional cost? They came back 
and gave me estimates. 

I would challenge every Member of 
this body to ask their chief county 
clerks in their counties how much it is 
going to cost them and what kind of 
problems they are going to experience. 
We have got to stop thinking in Wash
ington that we can solve all the prob
lems, walk a way, and simply shift the 
responsibility financially to local pub
lic officials. That is what is so out
rageous. That is what the American 
people said had to stop in November, 
and here we are doing it again, just as 
we did with family medical leave, 
which I voted for. But I also said that 
we should pay for the cost that is asso
ciated with family medical leave that 
is being borne by school districts, 
towns, and counties. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
vote "no," to send a signal that we are 
going to stop business as usual here in 
Washington. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
of the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DREIER] has expired. 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
FROST] is recognized to close debate. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 
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Mr. Speaker, this matter has been 

pending before the House for about 5 
years now. It has been sidetracked 
from time to time. We are now finally 
at the point of closure. We are at the 
point of adopting the rule and passing 
a conference report to guarantee that 
all Americans have the right to vote. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of this 
rule, and I move the previous question 
on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the resolution. 
The question was taken; and the 

speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I object to 
the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 253, nays 
168, not voting 11, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 

· Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 
De Fazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Bal art 

[Roll No. 152] 

YEAS-253 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Holden 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Ins lee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 

Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
La Falce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lehman 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
Mccloskey 
Mccurdy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Morella 
Murp):iy 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 

Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman . 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Cal'lahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
DeLay 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Emerson 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Fish 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 

Becerra 
Henry 
Inhofe 
Johnson, E.B. 

Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Schenk 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shepherd 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 

NAYS--168 

Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hall (TX) 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefley 

· Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Horn 
Houghton 
Huffington 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Is took 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kasi ch 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Ky! 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
Machtley 
Manzullo 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMillan 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 

NOT VOTING-11 

Mcinnis 
Smith (NJ) 
Thompson 
Whitten 

Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Tejeda 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Washington 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Yates 

Miller (FL) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Myers 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paxon 
Petri 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Quill en 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Santo rum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Sn owe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Talent 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Torkildsen 
Upton 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Zeliff 

Wyden 
Young (FL) 
Zimmer 

D 1522 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Ms. Eddie Bernice Johnson for, with Mr. 

Inhofe against. 

Mr. FISH changed his vote from 
"yea" to "nay." 

Mr. BLACKWELL changed his vote 
from "nay" to "yea." 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 

Texas. Mr. Speaker, during rollcall 
vote No. 152 on House Resolution 163 I 
was unavoidably detained. Had I been 
present, I would have voted "aye." 

BIENNIAL REPORT ON IMPLEMEN
TATION BY UNITED STATES AND 
CANADA OF FREE-TRADE 
AGREEMENT-MESSAGE FROM 
THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
SATES (H. DOC. NO. 103-81) 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
MAZZOLI) laid before the House the fol
lowing message from the President of 
the United States; which was read and, 
together with the accompanying pa
pers, without objection, referred to the 
Committee on Ways and Means and or
dered to be printed: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
Pursuant to section 304(f) of the 

United States-Canada Free-Trade 
Agreement Implementation Act of 1988 
(Public Law 100-449; 102 Stat. 1875), I 
am pleased to transmit the attached 
biennial report regarding the actions 
taken by the United States and Canada 
to implement the Free-Trade Agree
ment. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 5, 1993. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2, 
NATIONAL VOTER REGISTRA
TION ACT OF 1993 

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to 
House Resolution 163, I call up the con
ference report on the bill (H.R. 2) to es
tablish national voter registration pro
cedures for Federal elections, and for 
other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to the rule, the conference report is 
considered as read. 

(For conference report and state
ment, see proceedings of the House of 
Wednesday, April 28, 1993, at page 8513.) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Washington [Mr. SWIFT] 
will be recognized for 30 minutes, and 
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LIVINGSTON] will be recognized for 30 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Washington [Mr. SWIFT]. 

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Speaker, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
ROSE], chairman of the Committee on 
House Administration and chairman of 
this conference. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
have a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman will state it. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, is 
the time allotted for the debate? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Louisiana is in control of 
30 minutes of the time. 

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup
port of the conference report on H.R. 2, 
the National Voter Registration Act. 
Today, we bring to the floor the prod
uct of 5 years of hard work and dedica
tion, particularly by the gentleman 
from Washington State. We would not 
be here today without his strong hand 
in guiding this complex legislation 
through rocky waters. 

This bill is one of the most important 
pieces of legislation which we will con
sider this year, as we mark a major 
step in reforming the voter registra
tion procedures in this country. I be
lieve the conferees have worked out a 
fair compromise and have, in fact, ac
cepted the very strongest parts of both 
the House and Senate bills. 

First and foremost, the conference 
report maintained the key House provi
sions which will help expand the abil
ity of all citizens to register to vote. 
Those citizens who hold driver's li
censes will be able to register when ap
plying for, or renewing, their licenses. 
When fully implemented, this new op
portunity to register could result in up 
to 90 percent of the eligible public reg
istering to vote. 

Not everyone, however, is able to 
drive or can afford to drive. Those citi
zens are also entitled to additional op
portunities to register. Those who do 
not have licenses will be able to reg
ister at various government agencies 
or through the mail. These provisions 
are crucial to easing the impediments 
to registering which exist for poor and 
disabled citizens. I believe the con
ferees did a good job in restoring the 
heart of the original House provisions 
in this area. 

Having applications available at pub
lic assistance agencies will help reg
ister more people. So will having appli
cations at motor vehicle bureaus, mar
riage license offices, libraries, and 
other agencies. All of these govern
ment agencies, and more, will be able 
to assist people in registering under 
H.R. 2. 

All in all, the conferees accepted 11 
of 13 Senate amendments with little or 
no change in their technical language. 

The conferees also accepted a new pro
vision sought by the senior Senator 
from Minnesota, which will prevent the 
agency registration provisions from 
being used in a coercive or threatening 
manner. And, as I said earlier, the key 
House provisions on motor-voter, mail 
and agency registration have been 
maintained. 

I believe that the conferees have 
hammered out a fair and meaningful 
compromise. I am pleased that we can 
act on such an important matter, and I 
strongly urge my colleagues to support 
this conference report. 

D 1530 
Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. ROB
ERTS]. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to this bill. 

I rise to concur with the remarks of my col
leagues from California and Louisiana-as 
drafted and put forward by the conference 
committee, H.R. 2 is a major mistake. Every
one supporting this legislation should under
stand that it is yet another Federal mandate 
placed upon States with no Federal assist
ance. 

Throughout the development of this legisla
tion, over the last 4 years, I have urged care
ful consideration to the impact any proposal 
might have on current State voter registration 
programs. In Kansas, this mandate will totally 
undermine newly implemented voter registra
tion outreach efforts. It will require a major, 
costly overhaul of a system that is not broken. 
Why? Because Washington knows better. 
That is no excuse. 

Several perfecting amendments regarding 
registration identification, proof of U.S. citizen
ship, Federal financial assistance, and other 
improving amendments have been offered
most outrightly rejected by a determined ma
jority prepared to trample over the rights of 
States and legal voters in a rush to do the po
litically conscious thing. It is the typical good 
intention gone wrong. 

I urge my colleague to support the Repub
lican motion to recommit to once again try to 
adopt a Senate amendment to prevent illegal 
registration of individuals. Should the motion 
fail, oppose final passage of this unnecessary 
legislation. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi
tion to the conference report to accom
pany H.R. 2, the National Voter Reg
istration Act of 1993, which is erro
neously trumpeted as the motor-voter 
bill, and could likely be called the 
auto-fraudo bill. 

In reality, this broad legislation ex
ploits the popular motor-voter concept 
to nationalize all voter registration 
laws that are currently on the books in 
all 50 States. Thirty-one States already 
offer applicants for a State driver's li
cense the opportunity to register to 
vote, yet this legislation goes far be
yond that innocent sounding concept. 

This legislation mandates that all 50 
States will provide mandatory voter 
registration at every welfare and pub
lic assistance office in the country, in
cluding offices that provide food 
stamps, Medicaid, WIC, AFDC, and all 
other forms of public assistance, and in 
fact, in those offices a welfare appli
cant must actively decline to accept 
the voter registration form. Good luck 
if he is an illegal alien. He will never 
decline such an invitation and draw at
tention to his illegal status. 

In addition, the States have to pro
vide computerization to accommodate 
this process. The bill mandates that 
every State will provide voter registra
tion by postcard, even if they do not 
want it. This postcard cannot require 
notarization or authentication. Any 
State that disagrees with that concept 
would be sued into compliance by the 
U.S. Attorney General. 

The conference report prevents State 
and local election officials from remov
ing nonvoters from the rolls. It also re
quires the Federal Election Commis
sion to regulate the States, counties, 
and precincts, implying that there is 
going to be an incredible bureaucracy 
that presumably will be computerized, 
and Lord knows what happens to our 
individual liberties when such a com
plex machinery is put into place. 

While the conference report is a bad 
piece of legislation, it is an improve
ment over the bill that passed the 
House on February 4, 1993. That was 
the most one-sided bill, and the debate 
imaginable. Despite numerous amend
ments that could have been introduced 
to improve the bill, the Committee on 
Rules prevented us from having the op
portunity to amend the bill. In fact, we 
were not allowed a single amendment 
other than a substitute, and that was 
rearranged by the majority to suit 
their purposes. 

Wasn't it ironic that during the de
bate on the bill to expand voting 
rights, the minority's right to vote on 
some very important and worthwhile 
amendments was denied? The majority 
steamrolled the bill through the House 
and then attempted the same railroad 
job in the Senate. Fortunately, Repub
lican Senators were able to force the 
majority to compromise and remove 
some of the objectionable provisions 
from the bill. Through extended debate 
the minority was able to improve the 
bill by forcing the majority to com
promise, a practice rarely seen in the 
103d Congress. 

While this conference report retains 
some of the Senate improvements, two 
of the most important Senate amend
ments were rejected by the conference 
committee. Welfare and other public 
assistance offices were reinstated as 
agencies that are required to double as 
mandatory voting registration offices. 
Thus, welfare applicants are treated 
better than taxpayers by this con
ference report. This is an unwise provi
sion. 
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The Simpson amendment providing 

that the bill does not prevent a State 
from requiring voter registration appli
cants to present proof of citizenship 
was also dropped in the conference. 

What's more, even the improvements 
made by the Senate did not address the 
fatal flaws in this particular legisla
tion. 

The bill is still, as we have heard ear
lier, an unfunded mandate, estimated 
to cost the States approximately $200 
million. It violates States' rights. 

The Constitution provides that, 
The Times, Places and Manner of holding 

Election for Senators and Representatives, 
shall be prescribed in each State by the Leg
islature thereof. 

Therefore, even the Constitution ar
gues Congress cannot encroach upon 
the exclusive power of the States to 
regulate the manner in which elections 
are conducted, yet that is exactly what 
this bill does. 

This bill require registration by mail, 
but it prohibits States from requiring 
notarization or authentication that 
may prove that you are who you say 
you are. It weakens existing State pro
tection against fraud, more of which 
we will hear about in the ensuing de
bate. 

For all of these reasons I would urge 
my colleagues to oppose the motor
voter conference report. I would also 
urge them to support the Livingston 
motion to recommit the conference re
port, with the instruction that the con
ferees include the section of the Senate 
bill which allows States to check docu
ments to verify citizenship. 

That provision does not require the 
States to check documents, it only 
makes it clear that this legislation 
does not prevent any State from re
quiring documentation of citizenship. 
While the registration procedures in 
this bill may inform applicants that 
they must be citizens in order to reg
ister to vote, it provides no means 
whatsoever to verify this requirement. 
Election officials are going to have to 
rely on people to tell the truth, and the 
honor system may not be effective, 
considering that a voter registration 
card is a ticket to a job. An illegal 
alien can use the card to establish 
work eligibility under U.S. law. 

It seems only reasonable that we 
would want to ensure this conference 
report does not prevent a State from 
requiring documentation of citizen
ship. Therefore, I urge my colleagues 
to support my motion to recommit. 
The motion is nondebatable and will be 
voted on immediately after the conclu
sion of the general debate. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. CONYERS], a gentleman who 
has been a leader for many, many years 
on trying to get legislation that will 
make it easier for American citizens to 
register to vote. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, approxi
mately 5 years ago I sent to the com
mittee chaired by the floor manager of 
this measure, this conference report, 
the gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
SWIFT], a measure that was intended to 
accommodate the voter rights and civil 
rights organizations of this great Na
tion to facilitate and update the oppor
tunity for persons to register and par
ticipate in the electoral process. 

Today, I think the Congress and both 
bodies and all committees have worked 
their wills, and we have this final prod
uct that I am proud to recommend to 
the Members. I do so in commending 
the chairman [Mr. SWIFT], for his pro
digious work at compromise. It has 
been a task that most of us on the con
ference committee have appreciated 
very much. 

This is also the same year that 
marks the 25th year since the assas
sination of Dr. Martin Luther King, 
Jr., and 30 years since the assassina
tion of Medgar Evers, both of whom 
were involved heavily in the attempt 
to register African-Americans to vote. 

There could be no better tribute to 
their legacy than to pass this, the 
strongest motor-voter bill that this 
Congress is able to bring to the Amer
ica people. 

Mr. Speaker, as one of the original cospon
sors of H.R. 2, I rise to make a final appeal 
to all the Members of the House on both sides 
of the aisle to seize this last opportunity to 
support a historic piece of legislation: the Na
tional Voter Registration Act of 1993. 

I also rise to urge my colleagues to support 
this legislation in the spirit of bipartisanship, 
recognizing the over 5-year effort at negotiat
ing this legislation. 

This is the sixth time that we have had this 
legislation up for a vote in this body in the last 
3 years. After last passing the bill in February, 
the Senate made no less than 13 amend
ments to our House version, H.R. 2, in ex
change for breaking a filibuster. We had the 
option in the conference committee of reject
ing all 13 and resubmitting the House bill back 
to this body. That was certainly my inclination 
after reviewing many of the original Senate 
amendments. 

However, this conference report is a living 
testament that you don't have to eviscerate a 
bill in order to create bipartisanship. And we 
have now prepared for you a bill that has 
stood the test of time and is now ready to be 
enacted into law. I urge my colleagues again 
not to miss this historic opportunity. 

This debate takes me back to 1965 when 
we debated the final passage of the Voting 
Rights Act in this Chamber. At the time there 
were many Members on both sides of the 
aisle who made dire predictions about that 
landmark act leading to massive fraud and 
abuse. They feared the enfranchisement of a 
large mass of unregistered black, Hispanic, 
and rural poor voters. History would prove 
them wrong and history will prove the 
naysayers of today wrong as well. 

Mr. Speaker, let the record show that the 
House conferees accepted in full 8 of the 13 
Senate amendments, accepted 4 with modi-

fications and only rejected 1 in full. When 
many of my Republican colleagues say this 
bill is partisan, I don't know what they're talk
ing about. Full or partial acceptance of 12 out 
of 13 amendments are not only compromise 
and accommodation but it also removes any 
rational excuse to oppose this landmark legis
lation. 

Mr. Speaker, our Nation has never had an 
election where there was full participation by 
all our eligible citizens. We never had an elec
tion when everyone showed up. If there was 
one significant trend in the last national elec
tion it is that more Americans are participat
ing-and want to participate-in the demo
cratic process. 

We now have before us legislation that of
fers real hope that the Federal Government 
will lead the way in making participation in the 
democratic process more accessible to all of 
its citizens in all of its States. 

Mr. Speaker, the conference report is a 
comprehensive voter reform act which re
stores those provisions removed by the Sen
ate which would register voters at public agen
cies. In addition to departments of motor vehi
cles [DMV's], where 90 percent of our popu
lation applies for drivers' licenses, the House 
bill mandates registration at offices of public 
assistance, and vocational rehabilitation cen
ters. We also accepted a Republican-spon
sored amendment adding military recruitment 
centers to the list of mandatory agencies offer
ing registration services. This was done only 
after we restored most of the public agency 
provisions that had been removed by the Sen
ate. 

We knew that adding military recruitment 
centers as mandatory agencies while prohibit
ing government assistance offices from engag
ing in voter registration would have created an 
obtrusive gender imbalance, with military serv
ices overwhelmingly comprised of able-bodied 
men, while assistance recipients are predomi
nantly single-parent women. 

We added language to protect against coer
cion of applicants at agencies and we stream
lined the process for applicants who want to 
decline the offer to register. This addresses 
many of the legitimate concerns about duplic
ity and answers many of the unfounded claims 
that the bill would register only Democrats. 

I remind my colleagues that the poor are 
neither majority Democratic nor Republican; 
they are majority unregistered Americans who 
deserve our assistance to be enfranchised. 

The one Republican-sponsored amendment 
that was rejected in full would have invited 
States to erect unwarranted barriers .to reg
istration by requiring proof of citizenship at all 
registration sites. This provision would have 
had a discriminatory impact on racial minori
ties and persons with Hispanic surnames; fur
thermore this amendment would have evis
cerated the mail-in registration provisions and 
stripped the bill of its uniform and nondiscrim
inatory components. 

We restored the provisions removed by the 
Senate that would allow departments of voca
tional rehabilitation to register the disabled
some of the most disproportionately unregis
tered voters in our country, many of whom are 
veterans who have made enormous sacrifices 
to preserve our democracy. 

Mr. Speaker, the conference committee has 
restored the bill to one of fairness and genuine 
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reform. The motor-voter bill empowers tradi
tionally unregistered citizens, the poor, work
ing class unemployed Americans, our youth, 
and millions of disabled citizens. 

In closing, Mr. Speaker, let me say that 
1993 marks 25 years since the assassination 
of Martin Luther King, Jr., and 30 years since 
the assassination of Medgar Evers, gunned 
down in his front yard while trying to register 
blacks in Jackson, MS, to vote. There can be 
no better tribute to their legacy than to pass 
the strongest motor-voter bill possible. I again 
urge all my colleagues to take a stand for our 
democratic process and vote for the motor
voter bill. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I am 
delighted to yield 2 minutes to my 
friend, the gentleman from Pennsylva
nia [Mr. GEKAS]. 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I, too, have consulted 
the experts in this field, so that I could 
determine my final position on this 
legislation; namely, the local reg
istrars, the ones who have the full re
sponsibility and duty of registering the 
voters in the first place. They are pro
fessionals. They understand the sys
tem. They understand the capacity for 
fraud. 

In each instance, the five who serve 
the counties in my district, each one 
was worr-ied about the massive cost. 
Let us set that aside. They are worried 
about the mandate from the Federal 
Government without guidelines, except 
through the language of the statute. 
Let us put that aside.They are worried 
about the purging or lack of purging 
capacity that is promoted in this legis
lation, but let us put that aside. Even 
though each one of these is a heavy 
worry, they are willing to put that 
aside. 
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But when you add to that the prob

lems of coercion and the problems of 
decentralization, that will put them 
out of control of the system of bringing 
in the registrations. Then you have a 
problem which they pose to us and beg 
us to consider invoking on this final 
piece of legislation. 

One other factor that is extremely 
important in this argument, without 
the motor-voter provisions, in the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, and 
this I am sure accounts for the situa
tion in many, many other of our 
States, in this last election there was, 
particularly in the five counties to 
which I refer, 90-percent voting and 
massive new registrations without the 
benefit of the motor-voter. 

Why? Because the new registrations 
were projected by the issues at hand 
and by the candidates who were placing 
themselves in front of the public for 
final judgment on voting day. That is 
the answer: Education of the voters 
and registration drives, not driving the 
registrars. 

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-

consin [Mr. KLECZKA], a member of the 
committee and a member of the con
ference committee. 

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, before I 
begin, I would like to take a moment 
to compliment the chairman of the 
Elections Subcommittee, Mr. SWIFT, 
for his diligence on this issue. The 
American people and the people of 
Washington State are fortunate to 
have such a wise and hard-working 
Representative fighting for the voting 
rights of all Americans. 

Mr. Speaker, the right to vote is a 
fundamental liberty of American citi
zens. While the responsibility to go to 
the polls and mark a ballot ultimately 
falls upon .each individual, as an insti
tution, Congress has the responsibility 
to make the registration process as 
easy as possible. 

In the 1992 Presidential election, an 
election which reversed a 30-year trend 
in declining voter participation, 44 per
cent of the eligible voters still did not 
vote. 

Many factors contribute to the lack 
of public participation in the electoral 
process. Apathy, frustration with the 
government, or a failure to recognize 
the importance of their vote may all be 
reasons why voter turnout is low in our 
country. 

However, the difficulties encountered 
by eligible citizens in becoming reg
istered to vote is an issue which can be 
directly addressed through the legisla
tive process. 

The conference report we are consid
ering today will encourage the fullest 
participation in the electoral process 
without increasing the chances of fraud 
and without imposing undue adminis
trative and financial strains upon the 
States. 

Mr. Speaker, the purpose of our elec
tion process is not to test the fortitude 
and determination of the voter, but to 
discern the will of the majority. The 
conference agreement we will be voting 
on shortly is a simple and long overdue 
way to ensure that every American has 
the opportunity to fully exercise their 
rights. 

As a member of the Elections Sub
committee and the conference on this 
bill, I wholeheartedly support the 
agreement before us, and urge my col
leagues to vote for its adoption. 

The most important provision of this 
bill, the motor-voter provision, re
quires States to permit individuals to 
apply to register to vote when they 
apply for or renew their driver's li
cense. In 1992, voter turnout in States 
with motor-voter increased by 12.3 per
cent over 1988 turnout. In States with
out motor-voter procedures, turnout 
increased by only 6.7 percent. 

The motor-voter provision of this bill 
will reach approximately 90 percent of 
the voting age population. To reach the 
other 10 percent, the bill requires each 
State to develop mail voter registra
tion and designate certain public as-

sistance agencies as voter registration 
sites. As a conferee, I can personally 
attest to the measures that were in
cluded to ensure that there will be no 
intimidation or coercion against appli
cants at such agencies. 

The conference report we are consid
ering today will also help eliminate 
barriers to the electoral process faced 
by disabled individuals. It does this by 
specifically providing voter registra
tion outreach through agencies that 
serve them. This should greatly in
crease the voting participation of the 
disabled, of whom only about 25 per
cent are currently registered. 

Research also shows that this meas
ure will actually save States money in 
the long run, as motor-voter is less ex
pensive than other techniques used to 
register voters. According to the 
Democratic Study Group, registration 
by deputy registrars is estimated to 
cost over $1 per transaction, whereas 
motor-voter costs are estimated to cost 
between 3 cents and 33 cents per trans
action. 

I do have some concerns with the leg
islation. Particularly, I am troubled by 
the way the conference agreement 
deals with States which may in the fu
ture implement same-day registra
tion-a policy I strongly favor. In the 
original House version of the bill, 
States that currently have, or in the 
future would enact, same-day registra
tion would be exempt from the motor
voter provisions. I believe this would 
have been a strong incentive for States 
to move toward this end. 

However, some Members in the other 
body voiced strong concerns over this 
language, and the conference agreed to 
grandfather this provision, making the 
exemption apply only to States that 
had same day registration as of March 
11, 1993. It is my hope that at some 
time in the near future, the Elections 
Subcommittee will examine ways in 
which the Federal Government can en
courage same-day registration. 

Once again, Mr. Speaker, the purpose 
of our election process is not to test 
the fortitude and determination of the 
voter, but to discern the will of the ma
jority. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for the 
adoption of this conference report. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Florida [Mrs. FOWLER]. 

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Speaker, the re
sult of the conference committee re
port on H.R. 2 is legislation that still 
places mandates on our States with no 
Federal dollars to pay for them, does 
not include any provisions for address 
verification and does not provide for 
verification of U.S. citizenship. 

We in the Federal Government must 
stop burdening our State and local gov
ernments with unfunded mandates and 
begin to act with some fiscal respon
sibility. Unfunded Federal mandates 
have become the single largest finan-
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cial burden on our Nation's cities and 
towns. The increasing number of Fed
eral mandates has forced many local 
governments to raise taxes, increase 
utility bills, and cut services to pay for 
the costs of implementation. The Con
gressional Budget Office has conserv
atively estimated that the motor-voter 
bill will cost States and local govern
ments an average of $25 million a year 
for the first 5 years of the program. In 
addition, the CBO predicts that there 
will be a $60 to $70 million startup cost 
to buy or upgrade computer systems in 
order to comply with the bill. As a 
former Jacksonville City Council mem
ber I will not support any legislation 
that further burdens our State and 
local governments. 

Furthermore, I cannot in good con
science support "a bill that rewards 
abusers of our immigration process 
with the right to vote. We in this 
House should realize that under cur
rent asylum laws, a political asylum 
claimant who arrives at an airport 
without any documentation or false 
documentation is almost always grant
ed both admission to our country and 
the proper authorization to hold em
ployment. Work authorization enables 
aliens to receive a Social Security 
card, a driver's license, welfare bene
fits, and if the conference report to 
H.R. 2 is adopted the most fundamental 
right of this Nation, the right to 
choose representation. The National 
Voter Registration Act needs a citizen
ship requirement. 

Many citizens of our Nation had to 
struggle and fight for the right to vote 
in this country. It was not until the 
ratification of the 15th amendment, in 
1870, that black men in America were 
granted the right to vote. It required 
the 19th amendment to our Constitu
tion to grant women the right to vote 
in 1920, and then the Voting Rights Act 
of 1965 was needed to ensure the enfran
chisement of many. H.R. 2 is a bill that 
carelessly hands away to noncitizens 
the right to vote. 

This act shows total disregard for our 
forefathers, our States, our cities, and 
the legal citizens of our Nation. I urge 
my colleagues to vote against the 
motor-vote conference committee re
port. 

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from Texas 
[Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON]. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
offer my strong support for passage of 
this legislation. I believe it is essential 
that we enact this bill, better known as 
motor-voter, into law so that we can 
enable our citizens to apply for reg
istration to vote. 

As we all know, voting turnout at the 
national level in the past few elections 
has been nothing short of abysmal, and 
it is through efforts such as the meas
ure we are debating here today that we 
can insure maximum participation by 

all segments of society. The motor
voter bill would help to facilitate this 
goal by increasing the means for reg
istration. It would also be achieved in 
an efficient and cost-effective manner. 

By providing the capability for voter 
registration at the same time as filing 
an application for a driver's license, we 
would make it possible to reach about 
90 percent of the voting-age population. 
The other two methods included in this 
measure would be through mail reg
istration, and agency registration, and 
this type of registration would be espe
cially helpful to low-income individ
uals who are not as likely to possess a 
driver's license. 

Given the fact that only 25 percent of 
the disabled currently participate in 
the electoral process, a significant. ben
efit would be the assistance this bill 
could provide to the disabled by allow
ing registration through the agencies. 
Another important facet of this legisla
tion is the inclusion of strong anti
fraud language to safeguard against 
any types of deceitful practices. 

This measure also insures that re
moval of names from voting rolls is 
done without discrimination and sets 
the provisions by which this can be 
done. 

The right to vote is a basic right and 
we should make it easier for all our 
citizens to register if they desire to do 
so. I hope my colleagues will join with 
me in supporting this important and 
much needed legislation. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. ROYCE]. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in opposition to H.R. 2. I believe 
that this bill is a very real threat to 
every American citizen's vote. 

The bill mandates that "Each State 
shall designate as voter registration 
agencies * * * all offices in the State 
that provide public assistance * * *" in 
addition to motor vehicle departments 
in each State. It requires that an appli
cant decline in writing at these welfare 
agencies if he or she is unwilling or in
eligible to receive a voter registration 
form. 

I ask: In the case of noncitizens, 
what illegal resident would take the 
unusual step of declining to receive a 
registration form and thereby bring at
tention to him or herself? The House 
Agriculture Committee estimated that 
1 million noncitizens receive food 
stamps, 300,000 illegally and 700,000 le
gally. Why would these nonci tizens call 
attention to this status by declining at 
the public agency? 

Further, since a voter stub or voter 
registration card is one of the docu
ments that may be presented to an em
ployer to prove citizenship, what pro
spective undocumented worker would 
decline the opportunity to be docu
mented? After all, isn't that the reason 
that the undocumented worker is here 
in the first place? 

So, the bill creates a situation which 
actively invites fraud. On the one hand, 
declining to register brings attention 
to the applicant-this is the last thing 
an illegal immigrant wants--and on 
the other, creates an incentive to reg
ister in order to obtain documentation 
for employment. 

According to the 1990 census, there 
are 11,770,318 noncitizens in the United 
States which were counted. One study 
by the Center for Immigration Studies 
conducted in February 1991, estimated 
the number of illegal immigrants resid
ing in the United States as 4.2 million 
people. The U.S. Census Bureau esti
mates that an additional 300,000 perma
nent illegal residents enter the United 
States per year. 

The bill requires no proof of eligi
bility or even citizenship. It mandates 
voter registration by mail and states 
that forms "may not include any re
quirement for notarization or other 
formal authentication." 

In an attempt to offset some of the 
more extreme flaws of this bill, I of
fered an amendment when this bill was 
in this body originally. My amendment 
would have required an applicant's So
cial Security number on the voter reg
istration form. I had hoped that this 
would provide a verification method 
which could determine eligibility of 
the applicant and offset some of the 
enormous costs which the bill imposes 
on the States. 

Our Rules Committee rejected this 
amendment and prevented open debate 
on it on this floor. For this reason, and 
those others I have outlined, I pre
viously voted against this bill. 

The Senate modified the bill by al
lowing States to require documentary 
evidence of citizenship when register
ing to vote. The conference agreement, 
the current form of the bill, does not 
include this provision. The conferees 
state that it "is not necessary or con
sistent with the purposes of this Act." 
I disagree. 

I urge you to vote for the motion to 
recommit with instructions. This 
would replace the Senate provision 
that States should be allowed to verify 
citizenship. We have an obligation to 
the citizens of the United States to 
protect the integrity of their votes. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 
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Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 

minute to the gentleman from Ken
tucky [Mr. MAZZOLI]. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to thank the chairman of the sub
committee for yielding this time to me 
and extend my congratulations to him 
on a job well done and extend con
gratulations to my colleague, the sen
ior Senator from the Commonwealth of 
Kentucky who, in the other body, has 
been a major mover of this legislation. 

For me, anything which would en
courage people to register, by reducing 
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the barriers against registration, and 
which implicitly encourages people to 
exercise the right of franchise, would 
have to be a very supportable bill. This 
is that kind of bill. It encourages peo
ple to register. The Congressional Re
search Service document that I re
ferred to earlier today suggested that 
in States which have a motor-voter
type registration, there is a greater de
gree of participation at the ballot box, 
at the polls. And, of course, at a time 
in American history when we are en
couraging people to vote, asking them 
to take part, anything which helps that 
process is a good thing. 

The gentleman from Washington and 
his colleagues in the conference com
mittee have turned out a very suitable 
and supportable compromise here. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge this House to 
support it, and I hope the President 
will sign it quickly into law. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MONTGOMERY). The gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. LIVINGSTON] has 16 min
utes remaining, and the gentleman 
from the State of Washington [Mr. 
SWIFT] has 21 minutes remaining. 

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Speaker, I am happy 
to yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. MEEHAN]. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding this time to 
me. 

Mr. Speak er, I rise today to express 
my support for the conference report 
on H.R. 2. As a new Member of Con
gress, I am pleased to have the oppor
tunity to cast my vote in support of 
this important democratic initiative. 
As elected officials who are sworn to 
uphold and protect the principle of the 
U.S. Constitution, increasing voter 
participation should be a priority of all 
Members of Congress. 

We are all aware of the disturbing 
fact that the United States has the 
lowest voting participation rate of all 
the world's democracies. Only about 62 
percent of the eligible U.S. voting age 
population is actually registered to 
vote. We are becoming a nation ruled 
by a minority, and our representative 
form of government is in jeopardy. 

Enactment of H.R. 2 will facilitate 
the fullest participation in the elec
toral process by the public without in
creasing the potential for fraud or 
abuse. We have all seen the statistics 
on dramatic increases in voter turnout 
in motor-voter States. A 12.3-percent 
increase in voter turnout nationwide 
would be a true testimony to our ef
f arts as leaders of a real democracy. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to 
support this conference report and I 
commend Chairman SWIFT for his dili
gence on this important issue. 

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self 4 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, an earlier speaker said 
that he had counseled with some ex
perts. Well, obviously, so did we. 

I would like to read from some ex-
perts: 

Passage of this legislation would greatly 
enhance participation in our electoral sys
tem by enabling all citizens the opportunity 
to easily register to vot e and to update their 
voter registration records. 

Board of supervisors, county of Los 
Angeles. 

Voter registration at driver license bu
reaus, other agencies and mail registrati_on 
are all procedures currently used in many Ju
risdictions around the country. 

Unfortunately, Florida is not one of these 
jurisdictions and my analysis of H.R. 2 leads 
me to conclude hundreds of thousands of new 
voters will be added to our voter registration 
rolls with the implementation of this Act. 

Supervisor of elections for Leon 
County, FL. 

The implementation of motor voter at the 
federal level would make voter registration 
virtually universal and accessible to the ma
jority of state populations across the nation. 

Secretary of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania. 

California's successful experience with reg
istration-by-mail , which I sponsored and im
plemented in 1976, indicates the importance 
of this method of registering voters. 

March Fong Eu, secretary of state of 
the State of California. 

Some opponents have claimed that " motor 
voter" registration would lead to fraud, but 
that simply has not happened in Montana. 
There has not been one case of fraud re
ported in the program. 

Secretary of state of the State of 
Montana. 

There were cries from the opponents of 
this effort that there was a great potential 
for fraud during registration. We conducted 
an extensive nationwide study of voter reg
istration with particular emphasis on deter
mining the potential for fraud during reg
istration. We found no evidence of registra
tion fraud. The United States Postal Service 
confirmed that it had virtually no signifi
cant instances of registration fraud . Based 
on these representations, Mail-In-Voter Reg
istration is safe and effective. 

Dick Molpus, secretary of state of 
the State of Mississippi. 

And this one: 
That is why I have become increasingly 

disturbed over remarks made by some Re
publicans in Congress concerning the poten
tial for non-citizens to register to vote under 
the provisions of H.R. 2. I am writing to you 
to dispel once and for all both the myths and 
the fears raised by those who simply don ' t 
understand the provisions of H.R. 2. 

Because picture identification is an inte
gral part of the motor voter system, the ?o~
sibility of voter fraud is virtually ehm1-
nated. Also, there is a strong legal disincen
tive for non-citizens, both legal and illegal, 
to register to vote. In addition, the link be
tween driver licensing and voter registration 
provides election officials with several ne_w 
cross-checks and auditing tools not found m 
other systems. 

Our state has a significant population of 
non-citizens. After processing 230,000 voter 
registration transactions through our first 
year of motor voter, we have had no evidence 
of non-citizens registering to vote. 

As to the question of fraud with the o.ther 
processes in H.R . 2, it is important to note 
that states which are currently utilizing 
agency-based or mail registration techniques 
simply have not experienced fraud . 

I began the quote saying, "I have be
come increasingly concerned over re
marks made by some Republicans in 
Congress." This letter is from the sec
retary of state of Washington State. 
His name is Ralph Munro, and he is a 
Republican. 

Mr. Speaker, as I have said many 
times before, the only thing that is 
fraudulent about this whole debate is 
the arguments about fraud. 
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The fact is that this legislation con

tains for the first time in the history of 
the U.S. Federal law that will provide 
criminal penalties for fraudulently reg
istering to vote. That has never existed 
before. It does not exist now anywhere 
and upon the passage of this legislation 
it will be Federal law. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. ROHRABACHER]. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 
right before the vote on final pass~ge, 
there is going to be a vote on one sim
ple issue. Should States be permitted 
to take the steps necessary to ensure 
that those being registered to vote are 
citizens of the United States? 

If there is no problem with fraud, 
well then it should pass, because it is 
irrelevant; but if there is a problem, 
this will ensure there might be a solu
tion. 

That is the issue the gentleman from 
Louisiana is raising. When Mr. LIVING
STON offers his motion to recommit 
with instructions to agree to the Sen
ate language; we are determining if 
this is going to be a motor-voter bill or 
the Illegal Alien Voter Registration 
Act. 

There is no hiding from this one. No 
one can claim it threatens passage of 
the bill, because the Senate has al
ready adopted the language in the mo
tion. One cannot claim it guts the pur
pose of the bill, because if the _Sena_te 
amendment is adopted, voters will still 
be registered where they get their driv
ers' licenses and where they apply for 
welfare benefits, and many other 
places. . . 

The only issue mvolved m the mo-
tion to recommit is this: Should States 
be permitted-not required, but per
mitted-to ask for evidence of citizen
ship when they register voters. If you 
vote for the motion, you are agreeing . 
that the States should be permitted to 
make sure that all those people being 
registered to vote by this simplified 
process are actually U.S. citizens. . 

A "no" vote is opposition to permit
ting the States to screen out illegal 
aliens and other noncitizens from auto
matically being registered to vote. You 
are telling the States with a "no" vote, 
"We don't want you to be conscien
tious and make sure only citizens reg
ister to vote. In fact, we won't let you 
do that." 
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Mr. Speaker, let us strike a blow for 

sanity here. If we are not willing to 
take steps to keep nonci tizens from . 
voting, let us at least not interfere 
with States that want to be respon
sible. 

A vote for the motion to recommit 
with instructions is a good vote; but 
otherwise, we should vote totally 
against final passage because this 
would not be a voter-motor bill. It 
would be the Illegal Alien Voter Reg
istration Act. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself 1 minute to point out that 
in 1982 a New York grand jury reviewed 
widespread vote fraud charges in Kings 
County from 1968 to 1982 and observed: 

The advent of mail-in registration in 1976 
made the creation of bogus registration 
cards even easier and less subject to detec
tion. * * * According to testimony, mail-in 
registration has become the principal means 
of perpetrating election fraud and has appar
ently resulted in the abandonment of the 
pre-1976 election fraud methods. 

Furthermore, a grand jury sitting in 
Chicago in 1982 said that easier elec
tion procedures entitled illegal aliens 
to register to vote so that they could 
obtain documents identifying them
selves as U.S. citizens. 

And finally, the same was true in 
Florida in 1989. The Immigration and 
Naturalization Service, in reviewing a 
House special election in Florida, 
found that fully 11 percent of all bal
lots of those born out of the country 
were cast by noncitizens. 

I come from a State where election 
fraud has been rampant. It is part of 
the history of my State, and that is at 
a time when the election procedures 
were more complex, more rigorous 
than they are in this bill. 

I just happen to think that we are 
making the entire voting procedure 
subject to registration by noncitizens 
and other ineligible individuals, and 
opening up voting by people who are 
ineligible. 

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Mary
land [Mr. HOYER], the majority whip 
and chairman of the Democratic cau
cus. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate the gentleman's yielding this 
time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong 
support of the conference report on 
H.R. 2, the National Voter Registration 
Act. I want to commend Chairman 
SWIFT for his patience and his commit
ment, without which I do not believe 
we would be on the floor today. 

The conference report before us 
today takes the best of the House and 
Senate bills in to legislation that will 
quickly move our Nation on the road 
to once again being a participatory de
mocracy. 

Only 61 percent of the eligible voting 
age public is registered to vote. As a 
result, our Nation has the worst voting 

participation rate of the world's major 
democracies. Clearly, America, the 
model of democracy to the world, can 
and should do better. 

But, our Nation places too many bar
riers in the way of its citizens. Some of 
these barriers are procedural and some 
are physical and attitudinal. The con
ference report before us today encour
ages greater registration while still 
protecting the electoral system from 
fraud and misuse. 

The bill originally passed by the 
House, required States to permit indi
viduals to register to vote when they 
apply for a driver's license; by mail and 
at various State, Federal and private 
sector offices. The Senate-passed bill, 
however, did not require States to 
make registration available at loca
tions other than the so-called motor
voter option. Thus, the Senate bill 
would have hindered the legislation's 
goal of increasing registration among 
many populations that have histori
cally low registration, including 
women and people with disabilities. I 
was particularly concerned about the 
impact of the Senate language on peo
ple with disabilities, many of whom 
would not be applying for a driver's li
cense. 

Disabled Americans vote at a rate 12 
percent lower than nondisabled Ameri
cans. Furthermore, they register at a 
rate that is six points lower than the 
general population. 

Physical disability is often the rea
son cited for not registering to vote. 
Furthermore, 50 percent of the nonvot
ing and nonregistered disabled say that 
they would like to participate more. 

Therefore, I am pleased that the con
ference report contains a compromise 
between the House and Senate lan
guage which will ensure that more 
Americans will have an opportunity to 
register. The conference report re
quires States to designate public as
sistance agencies and agencies admin
istering State-funded programs pri
marily engaged in providing services to 
persons with disabilities as voter reg
istration intake agencies. Unlike the 
House bill, the conference report does 
not require State unemployment of
fices to be designated. Also, unlike the 
House bill, the conference report would 
require Armed Forces recruitment 
agencies to be designated. 

By providing that offices which re
ceive State funds and who are pri
marily engaged in providing services to 
persons with disabilities must offer 
voter registration services, we greatly 
enhance the opportunity for these citi
zens to register to vote. 

Even more importantly for persons 
with disabilities, if the service is pro
vided in an individual's home, the 
agency representative who actually 
goes to the home must assist with 
voter registration. 

These procedures, which appear so 
simple and straightforward, are critical 

to reaching out to disabled Americans 
and allowing them to be part of the 
democratic process. 

As in other sections of the bill, the 
client is guaranteed the right not to 
vote and is protected from coercion or 
harassment by the agency's personnel. 
The conference report, like the House 
bill contains language to protect citi
zens from undue influence, coercion, 
and they are assured their decision to 
register or not will not affect the 
amount of assistance they receive. 

H.R. 2 will safely make it more con
venient for Americans to apply to reg
ister to vote. The bill does not change 
present laws about voter qualifications 
or other responsibilities of the local 
registrar. H.R. 2 also ensures that only 
citizens will be registered to vote. In 
no way does H.R. 2 change the citizen
ship criteria. 

One-third of all eligible voters are 
still unregistered. We need to move for
ward. These changes have already been 
too long in coming. It is time to open 
up the democratic process and send 
H.R. 2 to the President for signature. 

I encourage my colleagues to support 
this bill and take an important step to
ward ensuring America's future as a 
participatory democracy. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in very strong 
support of this legislation. I believe 
this legislation will open the oppor
tunity to vote to more and more Amer
icans. This, the beacon of democracy 
around the world, is an objective that 
we ought to hold high and pursue vig
orously. H.R. 2 does that. I strongly 
support it and urge my colleagues to 
do so. 

D 1610 
Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. CUNNINGHAM]. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 
would commend the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. SWIFT], and I agree 
with the almost whip, the gentleman 
from Maryland [Mr. HOYER], on his 
statements, and it is not unreasonable, 
what they are asking for as far as reg
istering, enhancing the registration of 
Americans. We have the highest per
centage of our voting group, our senior 
citizens, which I prefer to call chrono
logically gifted folks; it is the highest 
voting bloc. But yet there are still 
many that cannot. The same is true, 
and I agree with the gentleman from 
Maryland, the disabled Americans. It is 
not an unreasonable request to en
hance their registration. 

Mr. Speaker, I would ask the gen
tleman from Washington [Mr. SWIFT] 
to take a look, that it is not unreason
able to require States to ensure that 
those who registered be Americans or 
U.S. citizens. It is mentioned that a 
picture ID is required. It was men
tioned that a picture ID is required. 

I would like to remind the chairman, 
the gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
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SWIFT]. that the individual that 
bombed the New York Trade Center 
had a picture ID and a drivers license. 
In my own State an illegal alien in a 
truck killed three people, two children 
and a father, had a drivers license. Of 
course they did not have insurance. 

In California, Texas, Arizona, and 
Florida, Mr. Speaker, illegal immigra
tion is a problem. One million, over 50 
percent of all the children, over 50 per
cent of all the children born in Los An
geles hospitals today, are to illegal im
migrants. We have a massive problem 
in the State of California. 

I would ask the chairman, the gen
tleman from Washington [Mr. SWIFT], 
to vote "no" on his own bill- I know 
that is stretching it-and vote "yes" 
on the recommit. It is the same bill, 
but it is not unreasonable to ask that 
that clause go in to make sure that 
those people are registered. 

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the 
gentleman from Washington. 

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM] for yielding to me. 

First of all, Mr. Speaker, I point out 
to the gentleman from California that 
in legislation today any State can re
quire proof of citizenship upon reg
istration. The gentleman's State does 
not. His State has the ability to do it, 
and his State does not. 

I would further point out, because 
the gentleman asked whether I would 
consider it, that at three points in the 
legislation, three specific points, it 
very specifically says, "You must be a 
citizen to vote," and this legislation 
specifically says for the first time in 
Federal law that it is a Federal crime 
to be an alien and register illegally. 

The last point I would make is sim
ply the fact--

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). The time of the gentleman 
from California [Mr. CUNNINGHAM] has 
expired. 

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self 1 minute. 

Mr. Speaker, I would add to that, 
that in this legislation we do not deal 
with just illegal aliens. We do not be
lieve legal aliens should vote. One has 
to be a citizen of this country to vote. 
That is elemental. 

And in this legislation we do not 
make a distinction between illegal 
aliens, which happens to be a current 
political catch phrase-we do not make 
a distinction between legal and illegal 
aliens. We say, "If you're an alien, you 
can't vote," and we make it a Federal 
crime to try. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SWIFT. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, if 
the House voted it down, the Senate 
put it in, and the conference took it 

out again, what would be the difficulty 
of at least adding that clause in, even 
if it is covered in the States, just to 
make sure that it is covered in all 
States to have proper registration? 

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Speaker, I do not 
know. I suppose there is nothing wrong 
with us particularly passing a resolu
tion to welcome the dawn, but the Sun 
is going to come up anyway. The fact is 
there is no prohibition for a State 
doing it this way. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Washing
ton [Mr. SWIFT] has expired. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself 30 seconds, and, Mr. 
Speaker, I have to say that I am aston
ished because this legislation will pro
hibit ariy State from requiring any doc
umentation of proof of citizenship, or 
notarization, or authentication, that 
the person is who he says he is. All any 
individual in this country, citizen or 
not, minor or adult, has to do is send in 
a postcard saying that he is a citizen, 
that he is of age and that he is quali
fied to vote, and this bill prohibits any 
State from requiring any documenta
tion to the contrary. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak
er, I think it should be made clear that 
all Members of this Congress support 
greater vote participation, and no sin
gle party maintains a monopoly of the 
ideals of democratic government. 

Motor-voter, as this legislation is 
commonly called, is an expensive and 
unnecessary infringement of the 
States' legislative rights. Congress too 
often mandates new regulations for 
State and local governments without 
providing any additional funding to im
plement those reforms. H.R. 2 is ex
actly this type of Federal meddling. 

Congress should take the responsibil
ity for paying for what it mandates, 
Mr. Speaker, and let me tell my col
leagues about my State of Michigan. 

We long ago enacted motor-voter leg
islation. Everyone may register, not 
only in their local government offices, 
but at any secretary of state offices 
where they get their drivers licenses, 
et cetera. The new particularities of 
this bill will cost Michigan between 6 
and 8 million of additional dollars
again $6 to $8 million-in a State that 
already has motor-voter. 

Mr. Speaker, in these difficult times 
the people of my State hardly need this 
kind of help from Washington. 

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Geor
gia [Mr. LEWIS]. 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
I want to thank the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. SWIFT] who has 
worked on this bill many long hours 
for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to urge my 
colleagues to support the conference 
report on H.R. 2, the National Voter 

Registration Act. The National Voter 
Registration Act offers the American 
people the opportunity to expand de
mocracy in our Nation to open up the 
political process and let the people 
come in. 

Voting is a basic right. It is a respon
sibility of citizenship. Yet, for many it 
is not easy or convenient to register to 
vote. It is often inconvenient and 
sometimes impossible. 

By passing the National Voter Reg
istration Act, Mr. Speaker, we can 
renew our commitment to democracy. 
The United States has the lowest rate 
of voter turnout among the world's 
major democracies. This legislation 
would make it easier and more conven
ient for people to vote. It will increase 
voter participation. 

Last November the Nation's voters 
voiced their desire for political re
newal. In this period of political reform 
it is time to bring more people into the 
political process. We in the Congress 
can help bring about political change 
and renewal by passing the National 
Voter Registration Act. 

This is an important bill, it is an im
portant conference report, a report 
that would expand voter participation 
in the political process. We must send 
this bill to the President as soon as 
possible. 

So, Mr. speaker, let us open up the 
process and pass the conference report. 

D 1620 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER]. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I have been listening to 
this debate and I must admit I am a 
little confused about whether or not il
legal aliens are going to be able to vote 
under this bill or not. I think what I 
heard a couple of minutes ago was the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
SWIFT] tell us that the current law 
would prohibit illegal aliens from being 
able to vote, and therefore we were pro
tected because that is current law. 

But then I thought I heard the gen
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIVING
STON] say the bill we are now taking up 
would in fact change current law so 
that we would now be in a position that 
illegal aliens would be able to register 
to vote, because the law that we are 
about to pass would change the current 
law. So it sounds to me as though ei
ther current law does not apply any 
more once the bill is passed, or we are 
going to end up here with a very con
fused legislative history. 

Can the gentleman from Louisiana 
[Mr. LIVINGSTON] tell me, if this bill 
passes, do we wipe out the current law 
that the gentleman from Washington 
[Mr. SWIFT] says protects us? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, if 
the gentleman will yield, yes. The an
swer to the gentleman from Pennsylva-
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nia [Mr. WALKER] is, in order to clear 
up his confusion, that anyone who 
wants to register anywhere in the Na
tion by postcard, no matter whether 
current law in his State allows him to 
do it or not, he can now file a postcard 
and send it in to the registrar or proper 
election official, and the State is ex
pressly forbidden from requiring nota
rization or authentication in any way 
whatsoever, or to require the mail reg
istrant to offer any proof of citizen
ship. 

We had amendments which were of
fered in subcommittee, which were of
fered in full committee, and which the 
Committee on Rules did not allow us to 
introduce on the floor, which would 
have provided for authentication and 
notarization. 

So a postcard saying you are who you 
say you are and saying you want to 
vote is all that is required. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, suppose 
along the way under the legislation we 
are working on now here, we estab
lished the fact we are going to wipe out 
current law and now allow illegal 
aliens to lie, and they do lie, of course, 
and by a matter of a lie we are going to 
allow them to register and allow them 
to be voters. 

Suppose the State find out about 
them and wan ts to purge them off the 
list. Would this bill allow the State to 
purge someone off the voter list? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, if 
the gentleman will yield further, of 
course not. No. We had amendments to 
do that, too, but the majority would 
not allow those amendments. So that 
is not in this bill. A registrar that 
wants to get rid of nonvoters can con
duct an extraordinarily long, con
voluted process and maybe get people 
off the rolls. But, the conference report 
expressly for bids removing a person 
from the registration list by reason of 
not voting. Even if the registrant has 
not voted in 2, 4, 10, 50, or 100 years, the 
registrar cannot strike them from the 
rolls by reason of not voting. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, reclaim
ing my time, so we are not going to 
change current law, which the gen
tleman from Washington [Mr. SWIFT] 
says protects us, and how have a law 
which allows illegal aliens to lie and 
become registered voters, and then we 
have no way of taking them off the 
list. It is incredible. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, if 
the gentleman will yield further, the 
gentleman might have heard my ref
erence to the Florida situation in 
which 11 percent of the votes cast in 
the special election by persons born 
outside the United States were from il
legal aliens in 1989. 

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self 3 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, there are colleagues in 
the institution whom I must com
pliment for their remarkable ability to 
carry obfuscation to a very high art. 
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The fact is that the point at issue in 
the last colloquy, in that sense this 
does not change current law. 

What it does is add to current law 
four things: One, it says in the agency 
registration you must be a citizen; it 
says in the postcard registration you 
must be a citizen; it says in the motor
voter registration section you must be 
a citizen. Those things do not exist in 
current law. It also says that it is ille
gal to register if you are not a citizen 
under Federal law with a criminal pen
alty. 

Those are the provisions of the legis
lation. I guess the bottom line, the les
son to be learned, is that no matter 
how often you say something that is 
inaccurate on the floor, it does not 
make it so. What I have just given you 
are the facts. They are in the bill. Read 
the bill, and I guess you have to ignore 
the rest. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, may 
I inquire how much time each side has 
remaining? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). The gentleman from Louisi
ana [Mr. LIVINGSTON] has 5 minutes re
mammg, and the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. SWIFT] has 6 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. KINGSTON]. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, we 
have heard many times that this is a 
bill designed to empower more voters 
and get more people registered to vote. 
Well, if that is the case, why is it just 
that we are selecting the welfare recip
ient population? Why do we not include 
people who are signing up for their 
hunting licenses or buying a gun? 
When you buy a gun, why can you not 
register to vote? Or when a farmer 
signs up for ASCS benefits or farm pro
grams, why cannot he or she register to 
vote? 

Mr. Speaker, you know why: Because 
they are not going to vote for the lib
eral majority Democrat Party who 
wants this bill passed for their own 
reasons. And that is the crux of the 
whole matter. 

Mr. Speaker, why do we not just say, 
"Hey, look: When you go to sell your 
stock and go down to Merrill Lynch, 
you can register to vote." That would 
increase voter participation. 

But that is not what this is all about. 
This is strictly a partisan bill, and it is 
being done on the backs of the tax
payers. It is just like saying the em
peror is naked. Let us call it for what 
it is and quit monkeying around 
about it. 

Talk about mandates. I am pleased to 
represent a district that has 22 coun
ties and approximately 50 cities. They 
run from urban to rural and affluent to 
poor. They are large, small, coastal, 
and inland. One thing they have in 
common is they are all against more 
unfunded Federal mandates. 

Mr. Speaker, all we are doing is put
ting another $25 million on the backs 
of the county and State governments 
so tnat they can go back to their tax
payers and say, "Well, we have got to 
have a new program now that the Fed
eral Government is shoving down our 
throats; and you, mom and dad, the 
family, the working poor, you are 
going to have to pay for it." 

Mr. Speaker, this is a tax increase 
bill. If you like it because of its par
tisan politics, just remember that. 

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self 1 minute. 

Mr. Speaker, on page 5, line 17 of the 
bill, it says that the States may in
clude fishing and hunting license bu
reaus. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield l1/2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
UPTON]. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, some peo
ple call Michigan the Great Lake 
State, or the Wolverine State, or the 
Motor State. Others call it the motor
voter State, since Michigan was the 
first State in the country to adopt 
motor-voter registration. 

Motor-voter has worked pretty good 
in Michigan, providing accessible reg
istration to all of our State's citizens. 
It offers an efficient and organized way 
to register a huge number of voters. 

Accessible registration is the critical 
first step in getting greater voter par
ticipation. But, Mr. Speaker, I must 
say this is not a perfect bill, and I will 
be supporting it when it comes up in a 
little while. 

Mr. Speaker, I would have liked to 
have seen an allowance for more flexi
bility on the part of States to purge in
active voters in order to keep voter 
lists as clean as possible. 

Al though we want to extend a broad 
net to catch and register as many folks 
as possible, I have serious administra
tive concerns about extending motor
voter registration beyond State depart
ments of motor vehicles to public as
sistance agencies, mail registration, 
and same day voter registration. 

Furthermore, I know this bill will 
not magically increase voter participa
tion to 100 percent. But I am voting for 
this bill because I hope the nationwide 
adoption of a program like we have had 
for years in Michigan will increase 
voter participation in this country, a 
goal I hope we all share. 

D 1630 
Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Speaker, I yield my

self such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues, on both 

sides of the aisle, to vote for this conference 
report to H.R. 2. 

It is a compromise that was negotiated in 
good faith. It preserves all the basic elements 
of H.R. 2, clarifies a few items and apparently 
satisfies those in the other body who have 
supported this legislation but had raised some 
minor concerns which have now been ad
dressed. 
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The Senate-passed version of H.R. 2 con

tained 13 changes. The conferees accepted 
nine, rejected one, and negotiated on three. 
No one can accuse this conference of not 
bending over backward to accommodate the 
concerns of the minority. 

Not every conferee agreed on every item, 
but I can assure the House that this bill main
tains its integrity and, indeed, in some ways 
may be even stronger than the original prod
uct. 

We have been working on the National 
Voter Registration Act for 5 years-almost 
precisely 5 years to the month. We've passed 
it now three times in the House. It's been fili
bustered and vetoed, but it has survived. This 
has been a fascinating dance of legislation. I 
understand several books on the legislative 
history of H.R. 2 are in the process of being 
written. 

Many people have worked very hard for this 
moment. There is a coalition of nonprofit orga
nizations which has lobbied us and many of 
you. We have had some violent battles over 
the years, but we would not be here today 
without the work and input of the coalition. 

There is my subcommittee staff, some of 
whom have been working on this bill since day 
one. There is our legislative counsel and the 
excellent support we have received from our 
full committee staff. And there is Karl 
Sandstrom, who is not here today but who 
had a major impact on the original draft. And 
then, of course, my secretary of state, Ralph 
Munro, who gave us the original idea for 
motor-voter. 

Finally, I would like to commend Senator 
FORD. He has put up with a great deal of grief 
and nonsense. He has been steadfast, abso
lutely honest. Senator FORD and his staff have 
patiently waited out the opposition, have an
swered every question and rebutted every at
tack. He has been outstanding. 

And so my colleagues, we are finally at the 
end of this odyssey. Some have called H.R. 2 
the most significant election measure since 
the Voting Rights Act. I hope it lives up to ex
pectations. It was designed to correct a major 
problem in our democracy; to overcome inertia 
and sometimes defiant opposition. Every eligi
ble citizen should have an equal opportunity to 
register to vote. That is the simple statement 
of this legislation. Equal opportunity, that's 
what we stand for. 

Again, now that the negotiations are over, I 
invite my colleagues across the aisle to join in 
this historic moment, and I urge my fellow 
Democrats to again overwhelmingly support 
this bill. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). The gentleman from Louisi
ana [Mr. LIVINGSTON] is recognized for 
3 minutes. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, in 
response to the point of the gentleman 
from Georgia, I think that he was cer
tainly aware that the bill provides 
that, yes, any State agency may open 
up a variety of State offices to voter 
registration services as well as the 
function that they normally carry out. 
Unfortunately, in response to the dis
tinguished chairman of the subcommit-

tee, I would say that there is no such 
discretion when it comes to welfare of
fices or other public assistance offices. 
These agencies are required to provide 
voter registration. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. KINGSTON]. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. 

On page 5 of the bill, it says very 
clearly, "Each State shall designate 
voter registration agencies," which 
agencies take care of welfare, public 
assistance. 

Later on in the bill where it talks 
about signing up for fishing and hunt
ing ltcenses registration, it is "may." 

So in one case we have a mandatory; 
the other case, it is completely op
tional and probably will not be done 
because it is going to cost the counties 
money. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, re
claiming my time, I thank the gen
tleman for clearing up that point. 

Mr. Speaker, I have a motion to re
commit that I really hope that the 
Members will listen to and vote for in 
advance of the final vqte on this con
ference report. 

My motion to recommit is very short 
and sweet. It says, and I quote, 

Nothing in this act shall be construed to 
preclude a State from requiring presentation 
of documentary evidence of the citizenship 
of an applicant for voter registration. 

It could not be any clearer than that. 
All we seek to do in this motion to re
commit is insert one provision into the 
bill, and that is to allow a State to re
quire that the voter registration appli
cant provide documentation that 
proves he is a citizen of the United 
States. 

Without this provision, this bill is an 
auto-fraudo bill. It is an inducement to 
illegal aliens, to people that are ineli
gible to vote to not only register but 
ultimately to cast their votes and to 
help slant elections depending on who 
is pulling their strings. 

I think that it is a great danger. I 
think this bill is very loose, but it 
could be tightened up. It could be made 
more reasonable. 

And while I still would not think the 
bill would be perfect, even if this mo
tion to recommit were included, this, 
at the very least, allows the States the 
right to require a proof of citizenship 
before they register an illegal alien. 

That is a precaution that should be 
taken in order to protect the integrity 
of the electoral process of the United 
States of America. It is only common 
sense. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
support of the conference report for H.R. 2, 
the National Voter Registration Act. By open
ing up the political process, I believe this bill 
is good for our system of participatory democ
racy and good for the American people. 

One of the most fundamental rights pro
tected by our Constitution is the right to vote. 

I believe we would all agree that the American 
people's ability to vote must be protected, nur
tured, and even facilitated if our political sys
tem is to be preserved. 

In our past election, 70 million, or 38 per
cent, of eligible citizens, were unable to vote 
in the Presidential election because they were 
unregistered. This comes on the heels of the 
36 percent national voter turnout in the 1990 
congressional elections, the lowest turnout 
since 1942. These alarming figures should 
serve as a serious warning to our Nation that 
our constituents are becoming increasingly 
disenfranchised from the political process. 

When tied to driver licensing and State ID's, 
voter registration becomes readily accessible 
to over 90 percent of our population, and get
ting voters registered is the key to high voter 
turnout. With voter registration mechanisms at 
State motor vehicle departments, public assist
ance offices, and disability centers 
supplementing our current procedures, every 
American should have the opportunity to par
ticipate in our democratic process. 

The most often heard explanation for why 
Americans do not vote is that they do not reg
ister in time. This bill would make the registra
tion process virtually effortless and statistics 
show that, even when overall voter turnout is 
low, 80 to 90 percent of the registered voters 
participate in Presidential elections. 

States that have motor-voter programs have 
not only increased political participation but 
also have significantly decreased costs of reg
istration. This, too, is an objective that follows 
no party line. 

Perhaps the greatest concern raised regard
ing H.R. 2 is the potential risk of fraud through 
mail registration and lax list-cleaning proce
dures. The successes of existing State motor
voter programs are proof that these concerns 
are unfounded. For example, Oregon has had 
mail registration for 17 years without a single 
case of fraud and Minnesota and Washington 
have had similar experiences. 

In addition, this conference report maintains 
and protects the integrity of our election proc
ess. The legislation is anything but indifferent 
to the threat of fraud. It provides for strong 
criminal penalties for fraud, mandatory ad
dress verification procedures, and require
ments to remove from the voting rolls the 
names of those who have died or moved out 
of the jurisdiction. Also, H.R. 2 contains sev
eral elements to protect against registration by 
those who are not eligible to vote because 
they are not U.S. citizens. 

Mr. Speaker, with passage of the Voting 
Rights Act of 1965, Congress made a historic 
stand for the voting rights of the American 
people. Today, we have an opportunity to 
again engage millions of Americans, especially 
the disabled and the elderly, in our Govern
ment of the people, by the people, and for the 
people. 

Let us not pass up this opportunity. I urge 
my colleagues to support this conference re
port. It represents a sensible compromise be
tween the House and Senate versions of the 
act. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in full support of H.R. 2. By passing this 
bill, we will finally ensure that Americans are 
able to vote. Although this is one of our basic 
rights as Americans, it is not exercised by 
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most people. Often the reason for not voting 
is because the process of registering can be 
confusing, lengthy or just plain troublesome. 
By making registration much more accessible 
and simple, we will greatly widen the oppor
tunity to register and increase the number of 
Americans who are able to participate in the 
electoral process. 

Clearly, American voters want to participate. 
The election last November and its results 
were proof that Americans have a renewed in
terest in participating in the election process. 
In my home State of Illinois, voter participation 
was higher in November 1992 than it had 
been in over a decade. Yet, not even 60 per
cent of eligible population actually voted. 

H.R. 2 would enable citizens to register 
when they apply for or renew a driver's li
cense. This provision alone is expected to 
reach 90 percent of the voting age population. 
By requiring States. to allow voter registration 
by mail and at public assistance agencies, low 
income and disabled Americans would also 
have increased opportunities to register. 

Mr. Speaker, as a democracy, we can only 
benefit from increased citizen participation in 
our Government. I urge my colleagues to sup
port H.R. 2 so that we can open the registra
tion doors and let the voting begin. 

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong oppo
sition to H.R. 2, the so-called National Voter 
Registration Act. This legislation is an invita
tion to electoral fraud. In fact, it should be 
called the Illegal Alien Voter Registration Act. 

Despite its benign name, this pernicious bill 
would make it nearly impossible to prevent in
eligible people-including illegal aliens-from 
voting. The bill actually prevents States from 
regularly purging their voter registration lists to 
eliminate "tombstone voters," or to stop other 
vote scams where ineligible people take ad
vantage of inaccurate voter lists to steal the 
right to vote. This will make it even easier for 
organized vote theft operations to cynically 
use illegal aliens in vote fraud schemes. 

One would think that the commonsense Re
publican amendment offered today-which 
simply states that "nothing in this Act shall be 
construed to preclude a State from requiring 
presentation of documentary evidence of the 
citizenship of an applicant for voter registra
tion"-would have been adopted easily. I find 
it difficult to believe that a majority in Con
gress would make it easier for noncitizens to 
register to vote, but that is what has happened 
today. 

But Mr. Speaker, those of us who live in 
California see all too clearly, and all too often, 
the pernicious effects on our community from 
welfare-subsidized illegal immigration. With 
California's current budget crisis, we simply 
cannot afford to allow illegal aliens to vote. 

Instead of encouraging vote fraud, we 
should be encouraging civic responsibility from 
an educated citizenry. To this very end, Cali
fornia has already initiated several outreach 
programs to ensure that every citizen who 
wishes to vote has ample opportunity to reg
ister. California now allows residents to reg
ister by mail, at both State and Federal agen
cies, and even at fast-food restaurants. We 
simply don't need the Illegal Alien Voter Reg
istration Act, or motor-voter, as its apologists 
call it. 

We should continue to encourage as many 
Americans to vote as possible. But we must 

vehemently oppose any automatic registration 
scheme that in effect invalidates the votes of 
honest, law-abiding Americans. 

Finally, the bill's high cost for California's al
ready-strapped budget provides yet another 
reason to oppose this legislation. At a time 
when. our State is faced with difficult budget 
choices, this bill requires costly new programs 
without providing any Federal assistance to 
help pay for them. Instead, California would be 
forced either to cut existing programs, or im
pose costly new tax increases to fund these 
new Federal mandates. California, unlike Con
gress, is required by our Constitution to bal
ance its budget. 

How much will the bill cost? In his Washing
ton Post column, David Broder estimated that 
the bill could cost close to $200 million. Said 
Broder, "No one disputes that computerization 
and manpower costs are going to put an addi
tional burden on strained State budgets. And 
Congress, with its usual cavalier attitude, is 
going to make the States pay." It is estimated 
that the bill will cost California alone $26.1 mil
lion. 

Mr. Speaker, I oppose this legislation that is 
not only a financial burden on California, but 
also threatens to extend the voting privilege to 
noncitizens, opening up this precious privilege 
to fraud and abuse. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong 
support of the conference report on H.R. 2, 
the National Voter Registration Act, better 
known as the motor-voter bill. This bill will 
make it easier for millions of eligible Ameri
cans to exercise their constitutional right and 
civic responsibility to vote. 

Although H.R. 2 removes arbitrary barriers 
to voter registration, it balances this increased 
participation in the electoral process with Fed
eral protections against fraud, safeguards 
against abuse, and stiff Federal penalties, up 
to 5 years in prison, for those who break the 
law. 

In spite of the fact that voter participation in 
the United States increased during the last 
Presidential election, we continue to have the 
worst voting participation rate among the 
world's leading democracies. Only 6 out of 
every 1 O of eligible American voters is reg
istered. Over 5.7 million eligible Californians 
are not registered to vote, and many of these 
people would have voted had they been reg
istered. But, if we can open up the registration 
process by making it easy and uncomplicated, 
more of our citizens will register and vote. 
Most of the 12.3 percent increase which we 
experienced nationally in voter turnout be
tween our last two national elections occurred 
in those States that had implemented part of 
all of the procedures outlined in H.R. 2, proce
dures that have proved to be effective in in
creasing voter participation. 

H.R. 2 establishes uniform, nationwide voter 
registration procedures and, at the same time, 
gives States the flexibility to implement these 
procedures. However, the bill does not change 
any State's registration procedures. it just 
makes the process more available to all of our 
citizens. 

This bill does not pave the way for nonciti
zens to vote; it does not permit noncitizens to 
fraudulently register. Again, a State's actual 
registration procedures are not changed. 
There is no automatic registration; applica-

tions, along with other eligibility requirements, 
are still evaluated and then validated, or not, 
by the State's election official. 

The National Voter Registration Act has the 
potential to revitalize the democratic process 
in this country more than any bill that we have 
considered during the last Congress. It will re
move roadblocks that contribute to low elec
tion turnout by minimizing government inter
ference in the registration process. The Cali
fornia Secretary of State estimates that motor
voter and agency-based registration alone will 
ultimately add over 2 million additional reg
istered voters to our files. 

Every citizen has the right to choose not to 
vote. But, for those citizens who want to fully 
participate as voting Americans, we have a re
sponsibility to protect, this fundamental, con
stitutionally guaranteed right-to insure that 
the election process is as open and accessible 
as it can be. Factors like economic status, 
age, and physical ability should not be obsta
cles to an American citizen's access to the 
polls. 

I am proud to support the cont erence report 
on National Voter Registration Act, and I en
courage my colleagues, on both sides of the 
aisle, to do likewise by supporting final pas
sage of open, impartial access to the polls for 
all American citizens. 

Mr. EWING. Mr. Speaker, today we will 
again take up the so-called motor-voter bill 
otherwise referred to as the auto-fraudo bill. 
This costly new mandate to States is said to 
be needed due to the terrible burden people 
have to overcome to register to vote currently. 

Some people have to spend as much as 3 
to 5 minutes of their time at a county clerk's 
office before election day just to be registered 
to vote. They must also go to the trouble to 
make it to a clerk's office when they are open 
or take advantage of the many on-site reg
istration locations available around their com
munity. Clearly this is asking too much of peo
ple who wish to participate in the world's long
est thriving democracy. 

We have been told repeatedly that we are 
requiring too much effort on the part of our 
citizens, and to back up this claim, election 
turnout results are often cited. Never mind that 
in many of the elections cited people were not 
given much of a choice. That, the experts tell 
us, has nothing to do with turnout. 

The reason we must have motor-voter is 
due to lower turnouts which prove that we 
have placed barriers in the way of our citizens 
to their fundamental right to vote. 

To remedy this terrible burden on our citi
zens we must take action. Fortunately this ac
tion will not greatly increase the Federal budg
et deficit. It will cost upwards of $100 million 
dollars or more to implement, but we have de
cided to spare ourselves the cost and pass it 
on to the States. So to relieve a perceived 
burden on those who are not calling for a 
change, we intend to impose a tremendous 
new burden on State and local governments. 

Little has been done to document a need for 
changing registration laws. In fact in States 
that have more liberal voter-registration laws, 
the turnout tends to match national turnout 
trends in States with more restrictive laws. 

Vote fraud is less likely to occur in States 
that impose some restrictions on voter reg
istration but that seems to be unimportant to 
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the majority in this body. I believe that there 
is no greater deterrent to citizens casting their 
votes than the knowledge that their vote will 
be canceled by someone committing vote 
fraud. 

So we are faced this week with the concept 
that there is a need to liberalize registration 
laws. Many alternatives were offered but the 
only idea acceptable to the majority was the 
one that imposes the maximum number of 
new regulations on to States and of course 
does not pay for them. 

The reason we are told we must liberalize 
registration laws is the need to increase turn
out. I leave you today with the most recent 
data from the U.S. Department of Commerce 
on the 1992 elections. You will note that con
trary to opinion in this body, the 1992 Presi
dential election turnout was the largest in 20 
years. I would suggest this tells us a few 
things. One, that the impediments to voting 
have been vastly overstated in this body, and 
two, that turnout is largely a statement of voter 
interest. This leaves us with the question be
fore us this week on the so-called motor-voter. 
Is there any real reason to saddle the State 
and local governments with this huge new un
funded mandate? Or are we doing this simply 
to pass something that sounds good back 
home. 
THE 1992 PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION TURNOUT 

LARGEST IN 20 YEARS, CENSUS BUREAU RE
PORTS 
A new report from the Commerce Depart

ment's Census Bureau shows that voter turn
out for the presidential election of 1992 was 
the largest since 1972. Jerry Jennings, author 
of Voting and Registration in the Election of 
November, 1992 (P20-466), says " 61 percent of 
the voting-age population said that they 
went to the polls in 1992, the highest turnout 
recorded in the Current Population Survey 
since the elections of 1972 (63 percent). " Fur
thermore, the 1992 turnout rate was 4 per
centage points higher than in 1988 (57 per
cent), which was the lowest turnout recorded 
in the CPS since the survey on voting and 
registration first began in 1964. Jennings 
continues by speculating that, " The 1992 
election may be the beginning of a reversal 
in the declining voter turnout of the past 
three decades. " In total , approximately 114 
million people voted in 1992, compared with 
86 million in 1972. 

Jennings' report also shows an increase in 
new registrations before the 1992 election. He 
said, " All of the increase occurred among 
voters under 45 years of age. Registration 
among 18 to 24 year olds increased from 48 to 
53 percent. For 25 to 44 year olds, registra
tion increased from 63 to 65 percent." 

When broken down by racial and ethnic 
groups: 

Black voter turnout increased slightly 
from 52 percent in 1988 to 54 percent in 1992. 

White voter turnout was up slightly; 64 
percent versus 59 percent in 1988. 

Hispanic voter turnout among all His
panics 18 and older remained unchanged at 29 
percent. However, among those who are both 
age- and citizenship-eligible, 48 percent of 
Hispanics voted in 1992. 

Asian and Pacific Islander voter turnout 
was recorded for the first time at 27 percent. 
As with Hispanics. if you count only Asian 's 
and Pacific Islander's who are both citizens 
and 18 or older. then 50 percent of this eligi
ble group voted. 

In total, about 66 percent of the Nation's 
18-plus citizens voted. 

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Speaker, to conclude 
the debate, I yield the balance of my 
time, 3112 minutes, to the majority lead
er, the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
GEPHARDT]. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, this 
afternoon we have the opportunity to 
open up our democratic political sys
tem in more profound ways than the 
candidacy of Ross Perot and the elec
tion of President Clinton combined. 
Americans who never voted or attended 
a political rally came alive in this last 
election and got involved because they 
felt like they were part of the solution. 

We want to continue this trend. This 
is the right time to consider a bill that 
will widen the circle of democracy even 
more. 

The instrument of empowerment in 
our democracy is the vote. Collec
tively, it is the decisive expression of 
popular political will. American citi
zens have the right to exercise the 
power to vote freely, but in order to 
enjoy this right, citizens must first 
gain admission to the voting system. 

The ticket for admission is registra
tion. Unfortunately, the price of admis
sion in this country in many ways is 
intolerably high. 

Before the November election, I was 
utterly dismayed to witness registra
tion drives in Missouri where in some 
cases, one registrar had up to 400 peo
ple in line to register. Many of the peo
ple that I talked to became so frus
trated by the wait, they left before 
they were able to register. 

I cannot say for sure, but many of 
them may never bother again to try to 
register and, certainly, will never both
er to vote. It is not right to tell people 
that their vote is not welcome or their 
participation does not count or that 
they have got to give up half a day or 
a whole day of their time to even reg
ister to be able to vote. 

The National Voter Registration Act 
makes the process user friendly. It en
ables registration during motor vehicle 
licensing, through the mail, and at 
Federal and State human services 
agencies. 

And most importantly, it makes it 
easier for Americans with high stakes 
in the political process, the handi
capped, to become registered. 

This legislation contains strong en
forcement mechanisms and in no way 
opens our democratic system to those 
who are not eligible to vote. 

Our country has been the shining ex
ample of representative democracy for 
emerging democracies around the 
world for over 200 years. Let us finally, 
today, validate that respect by voting 
for this important legislation which, 
hopefully, in the years to come will 
open up the experience of voting for 
millions of American citizens. 

Mr. CONDIT. Mr. Speaker, today I am rising 
in opposition to the conference report on H.R. 
2. H.R. 2 will result in substantial costs for 
State and local governments, who will be 

charged with implementing this legislation. For 
this reason, I wanted to offer an amendment 
which would have made the provisions of the 
National Voter Registration Act voluntary for 
States and localities until Federal support is 
provided. Unfortunately, my amendment was 
not allowed to be presented to this body for 
consideration. 

This bill is going to cost the State of Califor
nia $26 million. Anyone familiar with California 
knows that the State is still in the grips of a 
recession and is suffering from severe budget 
shortfalls. They cannot and should not have to 
absorb another financial hit from the Federal 
Government. Sure California will comply with 
this legislation if they are required to do so. 
However, the $26 million that this bill will cost 
them will come from further cuts in social serv
ices, welfare, and public safety. 

We in Washington have got to stop mandat
ing policies without the funds necessary to im
plement them. If Federal policy is important 
enough to pass, then it should be important 
enough to fund. I am convinced that the un
funded mandates contained in this bill will re
sult in our States and localities being forced to 
eliminate critical social services and/or raise 
taxes to implement H.R. 2. It is as simple as 
that. For this reason, I rise in opposition to the 
conference report on H.R. 2, and I encourage 
my colleagues to do the same. 

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to 
support a bill that will offer the most significant 
changes in our Nation's voting law since the 
Voting Rights Act of 1965. The National Voter 
Registration Act will enable a broader range of 
our society than ever before to participate in 
the democratic processes of our Nation. It is 
imperative that this legislation be enacted be
cause although the United States has one of 
the most participatory governments in the 
world, it nevertheless experiences the lowest 
voter participation of all major governments. 

Although this century has witnessed the 
achievement of voting rights for many constitu
encies, many citizens were left out of the proc
ess due to restrictive registration requirements 
and archaic and inconvenient registration pro
cedures. The National Voter Registration Act, 
through standardization of nationwide manda
tory agency registration, allows us to address 
the final obstacles for full participation by all in 
the voting process. 

While the National Voter Registration Act 
ensures major improvements in our voter reg
istration process, it unfortunately contains 
some fundamental flaws. The exclusion of cer
tain Federal agencies-specifically unemploy
ment agencies-as voter registration centers 
imposes unfortunate barriers to voter registra
tion for certain constituencies. 

Failing to include unemployment offices as 
voter registration sites discriminates against 
those who are indigent and often against 
those who are minorities. The intent of the 
motor-voter bill was to assist all members of 
our society to become part of the voting pub
lic. Obstructing easier access to the voter reg
istration process, as is accomplished by elimi
nating unemployment agencies as voter reg
istration sites, violates the spirit and intent of 
this bill. 

The National Voter Registration Act, by not 
targeting some of the most vulnerable mem
bers of society-the unemployed-for voting 
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access, fails to achieve the shortcomings it 
originally set out to correct. Thus, while the bill 
is designed to reinvigorate our political sys
tem, it nevertheless remains diluted. 

In spite of its shortcomings, the National 
Voter Registration Act remains the most sig
nificant legislative effort to reinvigorate our po
litical system since the Voting Rights Act of 
1965. The momentum achieved in the 1992 
elections can be enhanced by the increased 
voter participation this bill seeks to achieve. I 
would like to join my colleagues today in offer
ing Americans an additional incentive to par
take in the privilege of voting. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without objec
tion, the previous question is ordered on the 
conference report. 

There was no objection. 
MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. 

LIVINGSTON 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
offer a motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman opposed to the bill? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. In its present 
form, I am, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion to recom
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. Livingston moves to recommit the 

Conference Report with instructions that the 
managers on the part of House at the con
ference on the disagreeing votes of the 2 
Hou.ses on the amendment of the Senate to 
the bill, R.R. 2, include in their report, the 
provision found in Section 13 of the Senate 
amendment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or
dered on the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to recommit. 
The question was taken; and on a di

vision (demanded by Mr. LIVINGSTON) 
there were-yeas 10, nays 17. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I ob
ject to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

Pursuant to the provisions of clause 5 
of rule XV, the Chair announces that 
he will reduce to a minimum of 5 min
utes the period of time within which a 
vote by electronic device, if ordered, 
will be taken on the question of adop
tion of the conference report. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 170, nays 
253, not voting 9, as follows: 

Allard 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 

[Roll No. 153] 
YEAS-170 

Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 

Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 

Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Clinger 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
De Lay 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Emerson 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Fish 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 

Hoke 
Horn 
Houghton 
Huffington 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Is took 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kasi ch 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
Machtley 
Manzullo 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMillan 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Myers 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paxon 
Petri 

NAYS--253 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 
De Fazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hall(TX) 

Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Sn owe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Talent 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Torkildsen 
Upton 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Zeliff 

Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Holden 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Inslee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Maloney 

Mann 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
Mccloskey 
Mccurdy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Pallone 
Parker 

Becerra 
Ford (Ml) 
Henry 

Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shepherd 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Spratt 

NOT VOTING-9 
lnhofe 
Mcinnis 
Peterson (MN) 

D 1701 

Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Washington 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 

Smith (NJ) 
Young (FL) 
Zimmer 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Inhofe for, with Mr. FORD of Michigan 

against. 

Messrs. SA WYER, HINCHEY, and 
PICKETT, Mrs. LOWEY, and Messrs. 
FRANK of Massachusetts, MARTINEZ, 
STENHOLM, and CONDIT changed 
their vote from "yea" to "nay." 

Messrs. HANCOCK, SOLOMON, and 
LEHMAN, Ms. SCHENK, and Messrs. 
GUNDERSON, BOEHLERT, FRANKS 
of New Jersey, and SAXTON changed 
their vote from "nay" to "yea." 

So the motion to recommit was re
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). The question is on the con
ference report. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair would advise the Members that 
this will be a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-ayes 259, noes 164, 
not voting 9, as follows: 
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Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Berman 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Boehlert 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brooks 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
De Fazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 

[Roll No. 154] 

AYES-259 
Hall(OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoke 
Holden 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Inslee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Klug 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
Mccurdy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 

NOES-164 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 

Orton 
Owens 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Schenk 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
UptC'n 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 

Ballenger 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
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Barton 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bevill 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Brewster 
Browder 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Clinger 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Deal 
DeLay 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Emerson 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gillmor 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 

Becerra 
Ford (Ml) 
Henry 

Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Greenwood 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Horn 
Houghton 
Huffington 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Is took 
Johnson, Sam 
Kasi ch 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Ky! 
Lazio 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Machtley 
Manzullo 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMillan 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Myers 
Nussle 

NOT VOTING-9 
Inhofe 
Mclnnis 
Peterson (MN) 
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Oxley 
Packard 
Paxon 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Royce 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Sn owe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Talent 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Torkildsen 
Valentine 
Visclosky 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Zeliff 

Smith (NJ) 
Young (FL) 
Zimmer 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Ford of Michigan for, with Mr. Inhofe 

against. 
So the conference report was 

agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

GENERAL LEA VE 
Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days in which to re
vise and extend their remarks on the 
conference report just agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Washing
ton? 

There was no objection. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 

take this opportunity to publicly explain my ab-

sence from the House of Representatives dur
ing floor session May 5, 1993. 

On Saturday, May 1 , my wife and I became 
the proud parents of Clarisa Isabel Reyes
Becerra, our first child. It was of critical per
sonal importance for me to spend the first 
week of my daughter's life at home in Los An
geles. 

For the record, I wish to indicate my voting 
preferences for the rollcall votes taken during 
last week's legislative business. My constitu
ents and interested parties have the right to 
know my positions on these issues, even 
though I was not able to officially vote. 

Rollcall number: 
151. Procedural Motion. Approval of the 

House Journal on Tuesday, May 4. Position: 
Yea. 

152. H.R. 2. National Motor-Voter Registra
tion/Rule. Position: Yea. 

153. H.R. 2. National Motor-Voter Registra
tion/Proof of Citizenship. Position: Nay. 

154. H.R. 2. National Motor-Voter Registra
tion/Conference Report. Position: Yea. 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF HOUSE CON
CURRENT RESOLUTION 52 
Mr. KOPETSKI. Mr. Speaker, as an 

original sponsor of House Concurrent 
Resolution 52, I ask unanimous consent 
that the name of Mr. PRICE of North 
Carolina be removed as a cosponsor of 
House Concurrent Resolution 52. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, I would 

like to make a statement on a mis
taken vote on H.R. 24. 

On the Castle-Solomon Republican 
substitute, I had spoken at length in 
support of this as a substitute to H.R. 
1578. I had intended to vote, consistent 
with my remarks, for it. I inadvert
ently came on the floor, thought it was 
final passage, and voted "no." 

I would like my statement to appear 
in the RECORD. 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 820, NATIONAL COMPETI
TIVENESS ACT OF 1993 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, by 
direction of the CommitGee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 164 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 164 
Resolved, That at any time after the adop

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur
suant to clause l(b) of rule XXIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (R.R. 820) to amend 
the Stevenson-Wydler Technology Innova
tion Act of 1980 to enhance manufacturing 
technology development and transfer, to au-
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thorize appropriations for the Technology 
Administration of the Department of Com
merce, including the National Institute of 
Standards and Technology, and for other 
purposes. The first reading of the bill shall 
be dispensed with. All points of order against 
consideration of the bill for failure to com
ply with clause 2(1)(6) of rule XI are waived. 
General debate shall be confined to the bill 
and shall not exceed one hour equally di
vided and controlled by the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Committee 
on Science, Space, and Technology. After 
general debate the bill shall be considered 
for amendment under the five-minute rule . It 
shall be in order to consider as an original 
bill for the purpose of amendment under the 
five-minute rule the amendment in the na
ture of a substitute recommended by the 
Committee on Science, Space, and Tech
nology now printed in the bill , modified by 
the amendment printed in section 2 of this 
resolution. The committee amendment in 
the nature of a substitute, as modified, shall 
be considered by title rather than by section. 
Each title shall be considered as read. Points 
of order against the committee amendment 
in the nature of a substitute, as modified, for 
failure to comply with clause 5(a) of rule XXI 
are waived. At the conclusion of consider
ation of the bill for amendment, the Com
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the 
House with such amendments as may have 
been adopted. Any Member may demand a 
separate vote in the House on any amend
ment adopted in the Cammi ttee of the Whole 
to the bill or to the committee amendment 
in the nature of a substitute, as modified. 
The previous question shall be considered as 
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto 
to final passage without intervening motion 
except one motion to recommit with or with
out instructions. 

SEC. 2. The amendment in the nature of a 
substitute recommended by the Committee 
on Science, Space , and Technology now 
printed in the bill is modified by striking 
section 506. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FIELDS of Louisiana). The gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. HALL] is recognized for 
1 hour. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, for 

purposes of debate only, I yield the cus
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. Goss], pending which 
I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. During consideration of this 
resolution, all time yielded is for the 
purposes of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con
sent that all Members may have 5 leg
islative days in which to revise and ex
tend their remarks on the pending leg
islation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 

House Resolution 164 is an open rule 
providing for the consideration of H.R. 
820, the National Competitiveness Act 
of 1993. The rule provides for 1 hour of 
general debate to be equally divided 
and controlled by the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Com
mittee on Science, Space, and Tech
nology. All points of order against con-

sideration of the bill for failure to com
ply with clause 2(1)(6) of rule XI, re
quiring a 3-day layover, are waived. 

The rule makes in order as an origi
nal bill for the purpose of amendment 
the Science, Space, and Technology 
Committee substitute now printed in 
the bill, as modified by the amendment 
printed in section 2 of the rule. Section 
2 of the rule strikes section 506 of the 
substitute. Mr. Speaker, this is nec
essary because section 506 relates to 
subject matters not within the Science 
Committee's jurisdiction. 

The committee substitute as modi
fied will be considered under the 5-
minu te rule by title, with each title 
considered as read. The rule also 
waives points of order against the com
mittee substitute as modified for fail
ure to comply with clause 5(a) of rule 
XXI, prohibiting appropriations in a 
legislative bill. This will allow a 
Science Committee technical amend
ment to correct an unintended inter
pretation of certain collection fees. Fi
nally, the rule allows one motion to re
commit with or without instructions. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 820 is an important 
bill which will enable U.S. manufactur
ers to compete in the world market. 
The bill recognizes the importance of 
manufacturing to our economy and the 
importance of a closer government and 
industry partnership to invest in the 
development of critical manufacturing 
technologies. It establishes a national 
manufacturing outreach program so 
that all our companies, especially our 
smaller firms, can easily obtain infor
mation critical for global competition. 
In addition, it provides loans to firms 
wishing to upgrade their manufactur
ing technologies, and expands capital 
to firms interested in developing criti
cal technologies. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 820 is the result of 
hearings and careful consultations. I 
am pleased we have an open rule, and I 
urge my colleagues to adopt it. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the distin
guished gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SOLOMON], the ranking member of the 
Committee on Rules. 

D 1720 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

my colleague for yielding me this time. 
As one who has been quick to criticize 
the majority for all the closed rules 
they have given us, let me be just as 
quick to commend the majority on this 
open rule. 

Mr. Speaker, it is hard to believe, but 
it has been 237 days since the Rules 
Committee last reported a rule permit
ting an open amendment process on 
this House floor. That last open rule 
was granted back on September 10 of 
last year on an Indian health bill
hardly a bill of major import or con
troversy. 

This year, all 10 of the first 10 rules 
we reported have been restrictive, al-

lowing for a total of just 32 amend
ments-less · than an average of 4 
amendments per bill. 

Mr. Speaker, things had gotten so 
bad that our leadership appointed me 
to head up a Task Force on Delibera
tive Democracy in the House to try to 
turn this trend around and put the peo
ple back in their House through their 
elected Representatives. 

I would like to think that today's 
rule is the first fruit of our task force's 
labors. Back on April 2, the same day 
our task force was formed, the Speak
er, in his daily press conferen'ce, was 
unwilling to commit to having even 
one open rule in this session. 

Just 20 days later, on April 22, the 
day we released our first task force re
port to the public, the Speaker was 
saying that, "in the very near future 
we will have bills on the floor with 
open rules," and that we can "expect 
open rules within a matter of a very 
few days on major legislation." 

On Monday of this week I joined with 
our distinguished Republican leader 
and whip in sending a letter to the 
Speaker commending him on this com
mitment to open rules on major legis
lation. And we went on to urge him to 
make good on this pledge by allowing 
for open rules on such major bills as 
striker replacement, reconciliation, 
independent counsel, campaign reform 
and future supplemental appropria
tions. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope this is just the 
beginning of a beautiful relationship in 
which comity can be restored to this 
Chamber over procedural matters. 

I think our colleagues will realize as 
we become reaccustomed to working 
under such open rules, that we can act 
responsibly and effectively through the 
amendment process to make bills bet
ter and more representative of the en
tire House. 

By so doing, we will ensure that the 
final laws we enact are more accept
able to the American people we rep
resent. Let us continue this wonderful 
tradition of deliberative democracy. 

At this point in the RECORD, Mr. 
Speaker, I include certain extraneous 
materials related to the issue of open 
versus restrictive rules, as follows: 
OFFICE OF THE REPUBLICAN LEADER, 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington , DC, May 3, 1993. 

Hon. THOMAS s. FOLEY, 
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, Wash

ington , DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: We are encouraged by 

your reaction to our Republican task force 
on " Deliberative Democracy in the House ." 

At your April 22, 1993 press briefing you 
said: " We have told them (Republicans) ... 
that we do not intend to close all rules and 
that we are working to see that in the very 
near future we will have bills on the floor 
with open rules, virtually open rules" and 
that we can " expect open rules within a mat
ter of a very few days on major legislation. " 

This is welcome news and we believe will 
alleviate the frustration of Members on both 
sides of the aisle regarding their inability to 
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shape legislation through amendment on the 
House floor . 

We especially applaud your pledge of open 
rules on " major legislation." The last open 
rule was on September 10, 1992 for legislation 
pertaining to Indian Health Amendments of 
1992. These types of bills routinely should be 
open to amendment. But they do not qualify 
as the kind of " major legislation" that 
should be open to amendment. 

We recommend specifically that major leg
islation like reconciliation, striker replace
ment, reauthorization of the independent 
counsel statute, campaign reform and future 
supplemental appropriation bills be open for 
amendment. 

Sincerely, 
BOB MICHEL , 
NEWT GINGRICH, 
JERRY SOLOMON. 

SPEAKER FOLEY ON GAG RULES: THEN AND 
Now 

APRIL 2, 1993: 

On April 2, 1993, Speaker Tom Foley, in his 
daily press briefing, was asked, " Are you 
going to have any open rules in this ses
sion. " The Speaker replied, " I think so." The 
reporter then asked, " You are not sure?" To 
which Foley responded, " If I say 'yes,' you 
will ask, 'which one is going to be open.'" 
" Exactly," confirmed the reporter. The 
Speaker then elaborated as follows: 

" Let me just say something about an open 
rule. I don't think Members of the minority 
would say that every bill should have an 
open rule. Maybe there are some who would 
think that, but from time to time we had 
very satisfactory conclusions with the mi
nority over rules that provided some struc
ture and some specific amendments that 
were requested but might not be technically 
open in the sense that any germane amend
ment was available to be offered on the 
floor. " 

APRIL 22, 1993: 

On April 22, 1993, at his 2:15 press briefing, 
a little over two-hours after the Republican 
Task Force on Deliberative Democracy in 
the House had blasted the 100% record of re
strictive rules \n this Congress, the Speaker 
was again asked about the leadership's in
tentions on restrictive rules. This time, the 
Speaker seemed more confident that restric
tive rules would not be the norm: 

" We have told them [the Republicans], and 
they have known this for some time, that we 
do not intend to close all rules and that we 
are working to see that in the very near fu
ture we will have bills on the floor with open 
rules , virtually open rules. Not every bill. We 
will reserve the right to restrict some 
amendments. That has always been typical 
of the process in the House. But essentially 
we have told them the we do not intend to 
follow a practice of closing every rule. 

" Now, one has to understand what is 
meant by the language. Absolutely open 
rules , meaning no restrictions on amend
ments, are not necessarily going to be the 
pattern. There will be some bills of this kind, 
but there will also be bills where there are a 
variety of amendments made in order, where 
generally all relevant points of views will 
have an opportunity for presentation and ex
position and vote on the House floor." 

Commenting specifically on the contrast 
with the 15% of restrictive rules under 
Speaker O'Neill in the 95th Congress with 
100% restrictive rules thus far in the 103rd 
Congress, Foley said: 

We are in the Congress about 2 months. So 
I think to compare the two , we have to have 

more than a few weeks against the Congress , 
with the greatest respect. I think it has been 
clear that, as we have told them, that there 
were circumstances that were unusual in the 
nature of the bills that first came up. . . . 
We do not intend this to be the pattern for 
the Congress. They have been told that re
peatedly, but I, frankly, think that the Re
publican leadership is taking the oppor
tunity to restate their complaints, even 
though they have been told recently to ex
pect open rules within a matter of a very few 
days on major legislation. 

[From the Roll Call, April 26, 1993] 
RULES WILL SOON OPEN, SAYS FOLEY 

(By Karen Foerstel) 
Just as the House GOP launched an aggres

sive drive Thursday to force Democrats to 
allow more open rules on the floor, Speaker 
Tom Foley (D-Wash) asserted that such a re
laxation was already in the works and that 
the Republicans knew it and were simply 
grandstanding. 

The open rules, which would allow Mem
bers to offer unlimited amendments, will 
likely be seen on several major bills hitting 
the floor in the coming weeks, Foley said. He 
declined to say which bills. 

"They have been told repeatedly, but I, 
frankly, think that the Republican leader
ship is taking the opportunity to restate 
their complaints, even though they have 
been told very recently to expect open rules 
within a matter of a very few days on major 
legislation," Foley said Thursday afternoon. 

Just hours earlier, House Minority Leader 
Bob Michel (Ill) and Whip Newt Gingrich 
(Ga), along with eight other Republicans, un
veiled a plan they said would force Demo
crats to allow open rules. 

The plan includes contacting the local 
media in districts of Members who vote for 
closed rules, giving press conferences and 
floor speeches about the limits on offering 
amendments, and launching dilatory tac
tics-such as calling for repeated procedural 
votes-to tie up legislation. 

"They're systematically silencing not just 
Republicans, but also conservative Demo
crats," said Rep. Gerald Solomon (R-NY), 
chair of the task force that drafted the strat
egy package, during the GOP press con
ference. 

" Members are being denied their constitu
tional right to represent their constituents 
by offering amendments. " 

Closed rules have been adopted by the 
Rules Committee for every piece of legisla
tion so far this year. Such rules limit the 
number and type of amendments that can be 
offered to a bill during floor consideration. 

Republicans charged that during the era of 
former Speaker Tip O'Neill (D-Mass) , only 15 
percent of rules were closed. 

But Foley said Thursday that the closed
rule regime would not continue. 

" We are int.he Congress about two months, 
so I think to compare the two, we have to 
have more than a few weeks against the Con
gress, with the greatest respect," Foley said. 
"I think it has been clear that, as we have 
told them, that there were circumstances 
that were unusual in the nature of the bills 
that first came up. 

"They involved things like the National 
Institutes of Health reauthorization, family 
planning-things where a more restricted 
rule was to be expected. We do not intend 
this to be the pattern for the Congress." 

While Republicans have vowed to use floor 
maneuvers such as procedural votes, at least 
one Democrat has said he won' t go for it. 

Rep. George Brown (D-Calif) said in an 
April 1 special order he would not cast his 

ballot during votes to approve the Journal or 
other procedural votes. 

Brown said such votes cost taxpayers 
about $4 million a year in wasted time that 
Members could otherwise use productively. 

[From the Roll Call, Apr. 22, 1993] 
REPUBLICANS UNVEIL STRATEGY TO COMBAT 

RESTRICTIVE RULES 

(By Karen Foerstel) 
House Republicans today are scheduled to 

announce their battle strategy to force 
Democrats to give them more say on the 
floor. 

The plan is the product of a task force cre
ated by the GOP Conference at the end of 
last month and chaired by Rep. Gerald Solo
mon (R-NY). The main aim is to stop the use 
of restrictive rules against the minority 
party (Roll Call , April 1). 

The plan was presented to the full Con
ference yesterday and received unanimous 
approval. 

Among the strategies named in the action 
plan are enlisting freshman Republicans to 
encourage their Democratic counterparts to 
support open rules; alerting the local media 
of Democrats who support restrictive rules; 
and, during one-minute speeches on the 
House floor , holding up posters that would 
include such images as the Statute of Lib
erty gagged. 

The plan also suggests the use of floor ma
neuvers, such as calling for procedural votes 
and offering questions of privilege to delay 
legislative action, if Republicans feel the use 
of restrictive rules is not being reduced. 

Such rules issued from the House Rules 
Committee, limit the type and number of 
amendments that can be offered to ab.ill. Re
publicans want open rules that allow an un
limited number of amendments to be offered 
on the House floor. So far this session, the 
Rules Committee has not allowed for any 
open rules. 

" Some of this strategy has already taken 
place. The heat is already being felt," Solo
mon said yesterday. "All of the above is 
being accomplished without dilatory tactics. 
However, if there is no substantial improve
ment, we will use whatever procedures we 
have." 

In late March, shortly before the House ad
journed for spring break, Solomon, along 
with Reps. Dan Burton (R-Ind) and Bob 
Walker (R-Pa), kicked off a campaign of 
floor warfare during which they continually 
called for procedural votes and held col
loquies on the floor discussing closed rules. 

On March 30, several days before adjourn
ment, Solomon announced that he would not 
call for a series of procedural votes on that 
day as a " peace offering." House Majority 
Leader Richard Gephardt (D-Mo) subse
quently said on the floor that he hoped dis
cussions could be held between the two par
ties to avoid future confrontations and floor 
delaying tactics. 

Solomon said yesterday that meetings be
tween party leaders are currently being or
ganized, and he hopes to begin discussions 
sometime in the next week. 

In the meantime, however, Republicans in
tend to use the strategy Solomon and his 
task force have formulated. 

Other strategies, which will be announced 
at a press conference this morning, are: issu
ing press kits, holding briefings, and writing 
op-ed pieces; using C-SP AN coverage of the 
Rules Committee to show Members voting 
for restrictive rules; and meeting with inter
est groups to inform them as to how their is
sues are affected by closed rules. 
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[From the National Journal , Apr. 24, 1993) 

CHALLENGING THE HOUSE 'S TRAFFIC COP 

(By Richard E . Cohen) 
House Democratic leaders and committee 

chairmen have moved President Clinton's 
economic agenda with impressive speed and 
success. But there are growing complaints in 
the chamber that the partisan efficiency is 
choking off the open debate that once was a 
House hallmark. And not all the criticism is 
coming from the Republican side of the aisle. 

Members of both parties are chafing at 
House procedures that sharply limit their 
ability to offer amendments on the floor . 
When the House passed Clinton 's economic 
stimulus bill last month , no noncommittee 
amendments were permitted. 

Much of the unhappiness is directed at the 
Rules Committee, which for decades has been 
the house 's traffic cop. It works with party 
leaders to craft a rule defining the terms of 
debate-such as what amendments can be of
fered and under what conditions--when a 
piece of legislation reaches the floor. Much 
of the recent pressure for restrictive rules 
has come from committee chairmen who are 
managing bills. 

Although the Rules Committee can act as 
an independent power center that stymies 
popular legislation. Democratic leaders have 
usually kept tight reins on the panel, follow
ing a 1961 showdown that expanded its size 
and caused a setback for southern Democrats 
who had used it to kill civil rights bills. 

Since Thomas P . O'Neill Jr. , D-Mass., be
came Speaker in 1977, there has been a 
steady decline in the number of bills debated 
with an open rule- that is, with any germane 

I 

amendments permitted on the floor-as the 
following table shows: 

I 

Proportion 

Years Number of of open 
rules rules (per-

cent) 

1977-78 . ····· ···--··-········ ······· 211 85 
1979-80 214 75 
1981-82 120 75 
1983-84 155 68 
1985-86 115 57 
1987-88 ......... ............. .. . 123 54 
1989- 90 . 104 45 
1991-92 . 109 34 
1993 .. .. ... .. .. .... .. .......... ... ... .. ... IO 0 

In part , this trend reflects tension between 
the House and Republican Presidents during 
the past dozen years and the Democratic 
leaders ' desire to keep control of legislative 
action. With the end of divided government, 
however, there have been pressures to open 
the process. 

Republicans have created a " task force on 
deliberative democracy in the House" that 
has launched a multifaceted legislative and 
public relations crusade to pressure the 
Democrats and to draw public attention to 
the restrictive rules. 

"This is not an attempt to slow down the 
Democrats," said Gerald B.H. Solomon of 
New York, the ranking Republican on the 
Rules Committee and chairman of the task 
force. " It's an attempt to have issues fully 
debated on the House floor. " More open de
bates would enhance the GOP's opportunities 
to build coalitions with conservative Demo
crats, he added . At an April 20 meeting, 
House GOP leaders adopted the task force 's 
10-point action plan , which calls for Repub
licans to make protest speeches and issue 
press releases when they are prevented from 
offering amendments. 

Rules Committee chairman Joe Moakley, 
D-Mass, does not plan to be caught short. 

"Republicans are making a point that we 
need to respond to ," he said. " We should get 
out front and have relatively open rules, es
pecially on bills that are not partisan. " He 
warned that some GOP Members are getting 
"a martyr's complex" because of the Demo
crats' tactics . 

But some Democrats have complained as 
well that House rules have prevented them 
from offering amendments that are designed 
to promote bipartisanship. " We can't go on 
like this," Rep. Timothy J. Penny, D-Minn, 
said, " At least, Republicans get a motion to 
recommit a bill. Conservative Democrats get 
nothing. " 

Some Democrats object to restrictive rules 
on good-government grounds. 

" More debate tends to produce a better 
product," said Rep. Anthony C. Beilenson of 
California, a veteran Rules Committee Dem
ocrat. " It never hurts to talk about 
things . . .. It also contributes to the civil
ity of the place, which is important for us 
and for the country." He predicted that the 
committee-which has a disproportionate 9-
4 Democratic majority-will move toward a 
relaxation of the rules. The tight rules early 
this year resulted from " pressure to act as 
quickly as possible on the Administration's 
program," he added. 

The flip side, other Democrats caution, is 
that Republicans may take advantage of 
greater freedom to offer politically embar
rassing amendments that are mischief-mak
ing or have little chance of passage. Faced 
with the choice of accommodating the Re
publicans or passing Clinton's program, some 
Democrats are inclined to take the partisan 
heat. 

But party leaders face extra pressure from 
a large class of new, reform-minded Demo
cratic Members. " We have told the freshmen 
to watch the Senate to see what can hap
pen," a House leadership aide said. "If I 
thought that all Republicans were reason
able and responsible, I would say that we 
could allow more amendments. But I am 
doubtful. " 

Solomon's task force is trying to increase 
the heat on Democrats so that they will see 
the light. "Hopefully, we will not have to im
plement all of our plan ," he said. Majority 
Leader Richard A. Gephardt, D-Mo., has 
pledged to meet with the Republicans to as
sure fairer treatment, Solomon added. "But 
if their response is only superficial , then all 
hell will break loose ," he said. 

Beilenson warned that hardball tactics 
may hurt the Republicans' cause on an issue 
that generates little public concern. " That 
makes it more difficult when one side gets 
its back up, " he said. " There is a relatively 
easy solution if everybody will back off a 
bit. " 

Whether the rhetorical battle will have 
any real impact on the House is far from cer
tain. But, at a time when the Senate's set
back of Clinton's economic stimulus plan has 
increased Republican self-confidence, the ex
ercise is another sign that some early wind 
has gone out of the Democrats' sails as they 
head for a potentially rocky legislative pe
riod. 

[From the Christian Science Monitor, Apr. 
27, 1993) 

RULES DISPUTE MAY STALL CONGRESS 

(By John Dillin) 
Is gridlock back? 
President Clinton chides Republicans for 

dismantling his jobs program and for threat
ening his tax and heal th care proposals. 

Republicans fingerpoint right back. They 
call Mr. Clinton's jobs bills a " pork" bill. 

They complain angrily that the GOP is ig
nored, stifled, and steamrollered by majority 
Democrats in Congress. 

The interparty feud is deepening. The dis
pute threatens to tie Congress in knots like 
a Los Angeles freeway at rush hour. 

Every American has a stake in this dis
pute. Bills passed by Congress during the 
next two years will shape the American job 
market throughout much of the 1990s. 

On Capitol Hill, some members now are 
trying to forge a compromise. A number of 
Republicans, promising to act in good faith , 
vow they are ready to craft better legisla
tion , and support solid economic programs. 
Bit first they must be permitted to play a 
bigger role in shaping bills through their 
own amendments. 

Democrats, expressing doubts, worry that 
Republicans want to destroy the Clinton pro
grams, not improve them. But they promise 
not to roll over the Republican minority. 

Much of this struggle is focused on the 
House rules-a subject so arcane, complex, 
and boring to most Americans that it pro
duces only yawns. 

Yet the rules, imposed by the Democratic 
majority, are so critical to Congress that Re
publicans complain that the system is mak
ing them irrelevant to the legislative proc
ess. That has produced two results: 

Republicans, angered by all this, are more 
united than in years. They charge Democrats 
with turning the House into a blatantly un
democratic institution. 

Republicans are turning their ire into ac
tion, as the president saw when his stimulus 
package was filibustered to death in the Sen
ate. 

Republicans say the rules put too many 
limits on amendments that may be offered 
on the House floor. 

Example: Before the House voted on the re
cent budget resolution, Republicans wanted 
to offer an amendment deleting the BTU tax 
on energy. The amendment was blocked, 
without a floor vote, by the Democrat-con
trolled rules Committee. 

Rep. David Dreier of California, 1 of 4 Re
publicans on the Rules Committee , says: 
" We want the American people to be aware 
... that disenfranchisement is taking place 
right here in the Congress." 

Rep. Porter Goss of Florida, the junior Re
publican on the Rules Committee, calls him
self " shocked" by the way the committee re
jects proposals for a floor vote . But he ad
mits that for most Americans, "talking 
about rules is about as exciting as talking 
about the grass growing." 

Are Democrats being too high-handed? 
Norman Ornstein, a scholar at the American 
Enterprise Institute and an authority on 
Congress, says: " The Republicans do have a 
point. " 

Dr. Ornstein says Congress is unusual be
cause there is pent-up demand for Democrats 
to quickly pass bills that were bottled up 
during the Reagan-Bush years. 

" At the same time, there are lots of people 
in the Democratic Party who want as many 
issues as possible closed to amendments, rea
sonable or otherwise. The House is, and 
should be, a majoritarian institution. The 
majority should be able to rule it. But there 
is a balance to be struck between majority 
control and minority rights," Ornstein says. 

A Republican study released last week 
shows that restrictive rules that limit 
amendments rose from 15 percent of all bills 
in the 95th Congress (1977- 78) to 66 percent in 
the 102nd Congress (1991- 92) to 100 percent so 
far in the current 103rd. 

Despite all this, Democrats firmly defend 
themselves . At a breakfast meeting with re-
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porters last week, House Speaker Thomas 
Foley (D) of Washington accused his critics 
of mischief. 

"No majority should allow the minority 
... to block the decision that the majority 
has the right to take. Now that doesn't mean 
you have to run over every expression and 
opinion on the Republican side," Mr. Foley 
says. 

The speaker accuses Republicans in the 
Senate of using the filibuster to destroy the 
president's agenda. That isn't going to hap
pen in the House. he vows. 

"We have the capacity in the House to pre
vent a minority from being totally obstruc
tive. And we're going to use it," Foley says. 

When that quote is read back to Rep. Rob
ert Michel (R) of Illinois, the House minority 
leader, he shakes his head. "My objective is 
not one of thwarting the will of the House," 
Mr. Michel says. "All we want is a simple op
portunity to get a decision of the House in a 
free manner with opportunities for offering 
amendments. If we go down, we go down. 
Then you think you've had your fair day in 
court." 

Michel dismisses the notion that the GOP 
will shower every bill with dozens of amend
ments to tie up the House. 

"That's just nonsense," he says, "I would 
personally do everything I possibly could to 
thwart that kind of effort because it de
means the process." 

STATEMENT OF THE REPUBLICAN LEADER
PRESS CONFERENCE ON RULES TASK FORCE, 
APRIL 22, 1993 
I am pleased to join Newt Gingrich, the Re

publican Whip, Jerry Solomon, Ranking Re
publican on the House Rules Committee and 
Chairman of our Task Force on House Rules, 
and other members of the Task Force to 
brief you on what this "Task Force on Delib
erative Democracy" has reported to the Re
publican leadership. 

The Leadership gave Jerry this project to 
highlight the disenfranchisement that has 
occurred in the House as time and time 
again the Majority Party refuses to allow 
bills to come to the Door open for amend
ment. 

This disenfranchisement has caused the 
comity of the House to break down. The Mi
nority has had to use procedural votes to 
highlight rules abuses. When the House of 
Representatives has to have recorded votes 
on adjournment, you know we are in trouble. 

Republicans and common sense Americans 
have a simple solution. Allow bills to come 
to the Door open for amendment. 

Let me give you one example. The fate of 
the President's emergency spending bill 
would have been different if, for instance, 
Republicans or anyone for that matter, could 
have offered amendments to it on the House 
Floor. All Members were gagged. 

The result: The President's package is dead 
because it was flawed from the beginning and 
no one was permitted to fix it. 

I think the American people expect their 
elected Representatives to improve or amend 
bills on the Floor. In our town meetings 
across the country this past weekend, voters 
told their representatives that they thought 
their members would have an opportunity to 
vote on such issues as a balanced budget 
amendment, or a line item veto, or just plain 
cutting spending. It's hard for our members 
to explain to their constituents why they are 
not given those opportunities. 

I'd like to applaud Jerry and his Task 
Force for coming up with not only a new and 
effective chronicling of these abuses, but 
also for devising an action plan on ways we 

House Republicans can go about trying to fix 
these problems. 

STATEMENT OF HON. GERALD B. SOLOMON ON 
THE DELIBERATIVE DEMOCRACY TASK FORCE 
REPORT, THURSDAY, APRIL 22, 1993 
The Republican Leadership Task Force on 

Deliberative Democracy in the House is here 
today to expose a dirty little secret to the 
American people, and that is that 248 million 
Americans have been disenfranchised from 
full participation in their House of Rep
resentatives this year. 

The reason for that is quite simple. The 
House Rules Committee has permitted only 
21 Members out of 435 in this House to offer 
amendments on the House Door to the ten 
major bills we have taken-up. 

That means that 95% of the American peo
ple have been shut-out of what is supposed to 
be the "People's House" when it comes to 
the critical Door amendment process. 

The report we are releasing today, the first 
report of our House Democracy Project, doc
uments this tragic and scandalous trend. 
This isn't a partisan matter, this isn't a 
mere minority complaint. It is an institu
tional and constitutional concern that af
fects every Member of this body and every 
citizen they represent. 

What we are saying in this report is that 
when you lose the ability to deliberate in a 
democracy, to be fully informed, and to fully 
debate and amend legislation so that it is 
representative of this body and the country, 
then you have lost the very essence of our 
constitutional system of government. 

It is true the American people voted for 
change and an end to gridlock. But they did 
not say that we should throw democracy out 
the window to do so. I don't think they voted 
to end gridlock by putting democracy in a 
strong-arm hammer-lock. 

What I heard from the voters in my dis
trict was, "Stop your partisan bickering and 
learn to work together for the best possible 
solutions to our problems." But you cannot 
do that if you tie the hands and gag the 
mouths of most of the Members of this 
House. And yet, that is precisely what is 
happening around here. 

We need to have the kind of deliberative 
process in which we are all involved in 
crafting the best possible laws under which 
we and our constituents will be proud to live. 
That will be the goal of this task force-to 
ensure that we restore deliberative democ
racy in the House so that all the people will 
be well served by their Representatives to 
Congress. 

Goss URGES FAIRNESS IN THE PEOPLE'S HOUSE 
Procedure may be boring, but procedure 

does matter because procedure defines the 
substance of what we do. And right now mil
lions of Americans are being shut out of the 
People's House. The Democratic leadership 
is systematically denying the rights of 
Americans to have their votes heard through 
free, fair and open debate. It's time we shed 
a little sunshine into the backroom dealings 
which have victimized deliberative democ
racy and jeopardized the foundations of open 
government. 

We've heard a good deal this year about 
the outrage of gridlock-but the real outrage 
is the lock-step, iron grip with which the 
Majority leadership has used the House 
Rules Committee to shut down debate. 

So far this Congress some very meaty is
sues-matters of great concern to most 
Americans-have been precluded from con
sideration on the Door because a handful of 
Democrat leaders have decided they would 

prefer not to deal with those subjects. They 
hide behind the confusing, sometimes arcane 
terminology to cover up their use of proce
dure to block substance. 

The American people understand fairness 
and they know they have the right to have 
their views fully represented in this House. 
Our purpose here today and every day is to 
expose the abuse of power by the Democratic 
leadership that is trampling the basic prin
ciples of deliberative democracy. It's time 
we told the American people what they're 
missing at the hands of the Democrat leader
ship. It's time we had a little more fairness 
in the People's House. 

PRYCE: "IT'S TIME TO RESTORE DEMOCRACY 
TO THE PEOPLE'S HOUSE"-FINDINGS OF RE
PUBLICAN LEADERSHIP TASK FORCE UN
VEILED 
WASHINGTON, DC.-U.S. Representative 

Deborah Pryce CR-OH) today joined House 
Minority Leader Robert Michel (R-IL) and 
fellow members of the Republican Leader
ship Task Force on Deliberative Democracy 
at a morning press conference to release a 
report on the state of democracy in the U.S. 
House of Representatives. Also released was 
an action plan designed to increase free 
speech on the House Floor. 

Rep. Pryce is one two freshman members 
of the 11-person Task Force convened by 
Rep. Michel to study ways of restoring basic 
democracy to House Door proceedings, in
cluding reducing the number of closed rules 
approved by the House Rules Committee. 

· "As a new Member of Congress, nothing 
could have prepared me for how partisan the 
House of Representatives can be. Nowhere is 
that 'partisanship more evident than in the 
majority leadership's manipulation of the 
Rules Committee. With every closed rule, 
millions of voters are disenfranchised when 
their duly elected representatives are pre
vented from offering relevant amendments 
to bills we consider. The number of open 
rules in each Congress since 1977 has steadily 
declined to the point where deliberative de
mocracy has all but vanished. Our Task 
Force is committed to restoring democracy 
to the People's House," Pryce said. 

In the 95th Congress (1977-78), 85 percent of 
all rules granted were open. In the 99th Con
gress 1985-86), 57 percent were open. In the 
102nd Congress (1991-92), that number 
dropped to 34 percent. Of all the rules grant
ed thus far in the 103rd Congress, none have 
been open rules. 

"When Members of Congress are elected 
with the expectation that they will be exer
cising their rights as lawmakers on behalf of 
their constituents, only to be told that they 
may not participate fully in the democratic 
process, there is something seriously wrong 
with the democratic scheme of things around 
here. 

"The voters of Ohio's 15th Congressional 
District sent me to Washington to help bring 
about meaningful congressional reform. We 
can start by allowing all Members-Repub
licans and Democrats alike-to have a voice 
in the thoughtful development of public pol
icy. Only then can we hope to rebuild the 
American people's confidence in Congress as 
a responsive and responsibl_e institution. Our 
goals are in the interest of both parties, and 
I look forward to working with Speaker 
Foley and the leadership in the time ahead," 
Pryce added. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT]. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the chairman for yielding me 
this time. 
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I support the rule and will support 

the bill. I commend Chairman BROWN, 
Chairman VALENTINE, and the ranking 
minority member, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] for the ef
f arts made on this bill. 

I think it is time to take a look at 
our country. It is in an absolute mess. 
There were 50,000 personal bank
ruptcies last year. There were 24,000 
business bankruptcies. Business bank
ruptcies, in fact, almost, not quite, but 
almost outnumbered murder in Amer
ica. 

Maybe the economic condition of 
America might be found in some of the 
real social consequences facing our Na
tion. 

What I would like to testify on behalf 
here today is we talked about creating 
jobs. There are many college graduates 
who end up driving a taxicab. But if 
you read the Department of Labor 
manual for new job classifications and 
job titles, you would see that a college 
graduate could be hired as a pantyhose 
crotch closer, as a jelly-roller. How 
about a giz~ard skin remover, or a 
corn-cob pipe assembler, or a brassiere 
cup molder cutter? 

Mr. Speaker, in Congress there are no 
jobs. That is no joke. Those are listed 
new titles of job classifications in 
America. 

Our jobs have gone overseas. The 
money has flowed overseas. 

The biggest problem in America is 
where will our people get jobs? 

And tell me, what is Congress doing 
with all this retraining money? What 
are we retraining American workers to 
do? 

There are no jobs out there. 
This bill is certainly not the answer, 

but it begins a pattern to in fact re
solve some of the crises we have in 
making America more competitive 
whereby we can produce a few jobs. 

So I appreciate the fact that my sim
ple little "Buy American" provision 
was added. 

I want to say this. If America would 
buy American-made goods made by 
American hands and Americans would 
get a paycheck from American compa
nies, not from Uncle Sam, we would do 
a lot to balance out our budget prob
lems. 

By the way, there are more govern
ment workers in America today as we 
speak than factory workers. If that is 
not a clarion call for this legislation, 
then beam us all up. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL], the 
distinguished minority leader. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of this rule. That is a unique 
experience, particularly this year. This 
is the first day of this session, May 5, 
that we are getting an open rule. This 
is the first time this House will really 
debate at length, and give the Members 
on either side of the aisle, of any kind 

of persuasion, an opportunity to offer 
amendments to perfect this piece of 
legislation. 

Frankly, it is too bad that it is not a 
more significant piece of legislation, 
one that really could be corrected or 
refined to the degree that I could sup
port it. 

From what I understand of its basic 
premise, I will have real problems with 
this legislation. 

The gentleman who just preceded me 
in the well has a different view philo
sophically than I do about what makes 
American business competitive today. 
In my view it certainly is not govern
ment interference that makes any one 
of our businesses, any industry, any 
more competitive in the international 
market out there today. 

But back to the rule. I can recall 
those days, when significant pieces of 
legislation in the past have been de
bated. I remember the 1964 civil rights 
measure which I supported. I do not 
know if it was 2 or 3 weeks that we de
bated that measure on the floor of this 
House, but there were amendments 
from all quarters, all sides. It was high
ly controversial, but in the end we 
ended up with a good product that I 
could support and which most of the 
Members obviously could support and 
it has become a landmark piece of leg
islation. 

So I want to compliment the chair
man of the Rules Committee and 
Speaker for the dictum that has come 
down, to let us have an open rule and 
see what it is like. We appreciate that. 
But it ought not to be this kind of 
unique situation where we spend our 
time noting its being so unique in char
acter for this session. It ought to be an 
automatic reflex. 

Hopefully as we come into the season 
of the year around here when we will 
have a big tax bill, a reconciliation 
measure, a highly controversial edu
cation bill, or labor legislation, that we 
will have the opportunity during the 
course of deliberations on those bills to 
have a similar open rule, where Mem
bers can have that opportunity to re
fine and make it a more perfect prod
uct. 

Unfortunately, as has been the case 
in the past, we are given one bite of the 
apple, maybe one substitute, one 
amendment, and then when the final 
question is put, it is either or, this or 
that. 

I think as I have pointed out any 
number of times, that closed rule proc
ess demeans what this House is sup
posed to be about. Hopefully when we 
get to these more significant pieces of 
legislation, the majority is going to be 
just as good about suggesting and pro
moting an open rule so that all Mem
bers can participate. 

D 1730 

So, Mr. Speaker, I support the rule 
wholeheartedly and hope the debate 

will be fruitful and educational. I am 
not sure the bill itself can be cleaned 
up enough to garner for this measure 
Members' support, but at least there is 
the opportunity out there. I understand 
the distinguished gentleman from 
Pennsylvania, who is our ranking 
member on the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology has a number of 
amendments that he would like to 
offer. I say to my colleagues, "You can 
bet your bottom dollar they'll be sub
stantive, responsible amendments de
serving of our consideration and de
bate." Then, Mr. Speaker, we will let 
the chips fall where they may. If we 
can adopt them, well, good. If we get 
rolled, well then we will have to take 
our medicine. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate being given 
this opportunity to express my 
thoughts. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from California [Ms. HARMAN]. 

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am a 
new Member who believes that the 
Government is not the solution to all 
of our problems. Job and wealth cre
ation are best handled by a market
driven economy. I firmly believe that 
the Government functions best when it 
is acting as catalyst for constructive 
private sector activity. This is why I 
rise in strong support of the National 
Comprehensiveness Act. 

I represent California's South Bay, 
which is one of the largest aerospace 
manufacturing communities in the Na
tion. Over the past several years, the 
declining Defense budget has dev
astated the local economy, and I have 
seen enormous human and technical 
capital wasted. From a purely eco
nomic standpoint, the Defense budget, 
and its critical R&D program, is declin
ing faster than the market can com
pensate. In this situation, I believe 
that the Government has a legitimate 
role to play-to help stimulate dual
use and nondefense R&D to retain and 
build high-skill, high-wage jobs in com
mercial activities. These jobs should 
also include manufacturing jobs, which 
all studies show add back more to a 
local economy than other jobs. 

The National Competitiveness Act 
will help provide industry with some of 
the tools to create these jobs. The 
funding for high-technology consortia 
will allow industry to pool its talents 
to create new manufacturing tech
niques. The technology outreach pro
grams and the technology centers will 
serve as outstanding resources for 
small- and medium-size manufacturing 
firms. The bill also provides some vital 
equity capital for businesses develop
ing cutting-edge manufacturing tech
niques. 

This bill is not putting the Govern
ment in the position to pick winners 
and losers. Instead, it is providing 
manufacturers the ability to take ad
vantage of R&D expertise so that they 
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can do battle in an increasingly com
petitive international marketplace. I 
believe that this bill represents the vi
sion of reinvented Government-we are 
not funding useless, make-work jobs 
along with the huge bureaucracies to 
manage them. Instead, we are acting as 
a facilitator to the private sector to 
help create jobs. I think that this bill 
re pre sen ts a critical shift in thinking 
for this Congress, and I express my 
gratitude to Chairman BROWN and 
Chairman VALENTINE for their treat
ment of the issues in subcommittee 
and full committee, and commend 
them for bringing this bill so promptly 
to the floor. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, today is a 
red letter day for this Member and this 
body. We are presented with an open 
rule. It is the first open rule this body 
has seen since September 10, 1992. I 
wonder if ever before taxpayers free
dom day- May 3, 1993-came before we 
had our first open rule. It will be a wel
come learning experience for me and 
many of the newer Members of this 
House who have, unfortunately, had 
little chance to fully participate on the 
floor. As we consider H.R. 820, the Na
tional Competitiveness Act of 1993, for 
the first time on the floor of this Con
gress, all 435 Members of this House 
will have equal opportunity to rep
resent their constituents. Members will 
have a chance to offer, debate, and vote 
on amendments without the heavy 
hand of the Rules Committee pre
determining the outcome. What a 
breath of fresh air just in time for 
spring. It is most encouraging that the 
leadership on the other side of the aisle 
has heard our request for greater open
ness and fairer debate-I commend and 
thank the chairman and ranking mem
ber of the Science, Space, and Tech
nology Committee for requesting an 
open rule-helping to stop the shut
down of deliberative democracy where 
the voices of the American people were 
being stifled, if not gagged. I support 
this rule because it is an open rule
and because I hope it will be the first 
in a long line of open rules to come. In 
past Congresses, open debate on the 
House floor has been the rule, not the 
exception. Not so for the 103d Congress 
where, prior to today we were 10 for 10 
on restrictive rules-including such 
significant bills as mandated family 
leave, raising the debt limit and expe-

dited rescission. It was the intent, I be
lieve, of the Founding Fathers, to en
courage as much unfettered delibera
tion as possible in the House-to en
sure that any bills that ultimately pass 
have been forged in the crucible of in
formed debate, then adequately consid
ered by all Members and ultimately 
improved to the greatest possible de
gree. The point is not to win votes by 
clever manipulation. It is to enact the 
best possible legislation for America. 
Let us hope today marks the beginning 
of a new era in the 103d House- one 
that will see open rules on such major 
legislation as campaign finance reform, 
striker replacement, reconciliation, fu
ture supplemental appropriations bills, 
and reauthorization of the independent 
counsel. The rule today is open, except 
it does have one somewhat troublesome 
provision where the Rules Cammi ttee 
undoes by fiat something the commit
tee of jurisdiction has done. The rule 
also does include certain waivers of 
House rules-perhaps most signifi
cantly the one that requires a bill to be 
available for 3 days before Members are 
asked to vote on it. There is little jus
tification for waiving this require
ment-especially with such a complex 
and costly bill. Why not be sure all 
Members have had a full opportunity 
to review the bill, so they can make in
formed decisions about amendments 
they may wish to off er and how they 
intend to vote? This bill-while well
intentioned- does need some work. 
This is a very expensive bill, whl.ch in
creases the deficit-boosting funding 
for Government technology programs 
by 158 percent. I am also concerned 
that this bill sets the Government up 
to pick winners and losers in the tech
nology industries, trending toward a 
command and control system-the 
same type of system that served Marx
ist socialism so poorly. And, perhaps 
most troublesome-with all the fanfare 
surrounding this bill and its supposed 
positive impact on U.S. competitive
ness-there is real concern that we 
may be missing the main point. Many 
experts believe the primary obstacles 
to U.S. competitiveness in the global 
marketplace lie beyond the scope of 
this bill: The soaring national debt 
that saps our country's economic 
strength, and to which this bill will un
doubtedly add; the need to enhance pri
vate capital formation; the need to 
modernize antitrust laws; the need for 
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civil justice reform to reduce unneces
sary litigation; and review of Federal 
Government regulations that are cur
rently choking U.S. industries. Finally, 
I am concerned about the wisdom of es
tablishing a quota set-aside for eco
nomically and socially disadvantaged 
sectors of the population. This a vague 
and confusing designation that will, 
undoubtedly end up causing more prob
lems than it solves. There is even dis
agreement at the Commerce Depart
ment over the merits and positive ben
efits of this bill-with the acting gen
eral counsel expressing serious con
cerns. While I am strongly inclined to 
oppose this bill I also intend to reserve 
judgment over its merits until the 
House has had a chance to work its will 
through the open amendment process. 
To that end I urge my colleagues to 
join me in supporting this rule. 

ROLLCALL VOTES IN THE COMMITTEE ON RULES 
ON THE PROPOSED RULE FOR H.R. 820, THE 
NATIONAL COMPETITIVENESS ACT OF 1993 

1. Motion to Strike Three-day Layover 
Waiver.- Rejected: 4-5. Yeas: Solomon, Quil
len, Dreier, and Goss. Nays: Moakley, Beilen
son, Frost, Hall, and Gordon. 

2. Motion to Strike · Self-Executing Provi
sion Deleting Section 506 from Bill.-Re
jected: 4-5. Yeas: Solomon, Quillen, Dreier, 
and Goss. Nays: Moakley, Beilenson, Forst, 
Hall, and Gordon. 

3. Reporting Open Rule.-Adopted: S-0. 
Yeas: Moakley , Beilenson, Frost, Hall, Gor
don, Solomon, Quillen, Dreier, and Goss. 

OPEN VERSUS RESTRICTIVE RULES, 95TH-103D 
CONGRESSES 

Total Open rules Restrictive rules 

Congress (years) rules Num- Per- Num- Per-granted 1 ber cent2 ber cent3 

95th (1977-78) . 211 179 85 (32) (15) 
96th (1979-80) . 214 161 75 (53) (25) 
97th (1981- 82) . 120 90 75 . (30) (25) 
98th (1983- 84) . . 155 105 68 (50) (32) 
99th (1985-86) 115 65 57 (50) (43) 
lOOth (1987-88) . 123 66 54 (57) (46) 
10 I st (1989-90) ... 104 47 45 (57) (55) 
102d (1991-92) . 109 37 34 (72) (66) 
103d (1993-94) .... 11 I 9 (10) (91) 

1 Total rules counted are all order of business resolutions reported from 
the Rules Committee which provide for the initial consideration of legisla
tion, except rules on appropriations bills which only waive points of order. 
Original jurisdiction measures reported as privileged are also not counted. 

2 Open rules are those which permit any Member to offer any germane 
amendment to a measure so long as it is otherwise in compliance with the 
rules of the House. The parenthetical percentages are open rules as a per
cent of total rules granted. 

i Restrictive rules are those which limit the number of amendments which 
can be offered, and include so-called modified open and modified closed 
rules, as well as completely closed rule, and the rules providing for consid
eration in the House as opposed to the Committee of the Whole. The par
enthetical percentages are restrictive rates as a percent of total rules grant
ed. 

Sources: Rules Committee Calendars & Surveys of Activities, 95th- 102d 
Congresses; "Notice of Action Taken," Committee on Rules, 103d Congress, 
through May 4, 1993. 

Amendments allowed Disposition of rule and date 

H. Res. 58-Feb. 2, 1993 
H. Res. 59-Feb. 3, 1993 
H. Res. 103-Fe.b. 23, 1993 

MC 
MC 
c 

H.R. l: Family and medical leave ..... . 
H.R. 2: National Voter Registration Act .. 
H.R. 920: Unemployment compensation .. 

30 (D-5; R-25) 
19 (D-1 ; R-18) 
7 (D-2; R- 5) 

3 (D-0; R-3) 
I (D-0; R-1) 
0 (D-0; R-0) 

PO: 246-176. A: 259- 164. (Feb. 3, 1993). 
PO: 248-171. A: 249-170. (Feb 4, 1993). 
PO: 243-172. A: 237-178. (Feb. 24, 

H. Res. 106-Mar. 2, 1993 ...... .. ........ MC 
H. Res. 119-Mar. 9, 1993 ........................ MC 

H. Res. 132-Mar. 17, 1993 ..... MC 

H. Res. 133- Mar. 17, 1993 .... . MC 
H. Res. 138-Mar. 23, 1993 . MC 

H.R. 20: Hatch Act amendments 9 (D-1 ; R-8) ... . 
H.R. 4: NIH Revitalization Act of 1993 .. 13 (D-4 ; R-9) .. . 

H.R. 1335: Emergency supplemental ap- 37 (D-8; R-29) ..... 
propriations. 

H. Con. Res. 64: Budget resolution .. ...... . 14 (0-2; R-12) .... . 
H.R. 670: Family planning amendments ... 20 (D-8; R-12) 

3 (D-0; R-3) ... 
8 (D-3; R- 5) 

1 (not submitted) (D-1 ; R-0) 

4 (1-0 not submitted) (D-2; R-2) .... 
9 (0-4; R- 5) 

1993). 
PO: 248-166. A: 249- 163. (Mar. 3, 1993). 
PO: 247-170. A: 248-170. (Mar. 10, 

1993). 
A: 240-185. (Mar. 18, 1993). 

PO: 250-172. A: 251-172. Mar. 18, 1993). 
PO: 252-164. A: 247- 169. (Mar. 24, 

1993). 
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H_ Res. 147-Mar. 31 , 1993 
H. Res. 149- Apr. 1, 1993 

c 
MC 

H.R. 1430: Increase Public debt limit ...... .. 6 (0- 1: R- 5) ..... 0 (0--0; R--0) .. .. PO: 244-168. A: 242-170. (Apr. 1, 1993). 
A: 212- 208. (Apr. 28, 1993). H.R. 1578: Expedited Rescission Act of 8 (0- 1; R- 7) .. 

1993. 
3 (0-1; R- 2) .......... . 

H. Res. 164-May 4, 1993 . ....................... O H.R. 820: National Competitiveness Act .... NA . NA ............ .. 

Note.--tode: C--tlosed; MC-modified closed; MO-Modified open; D---Open; 0-Democrat; R-Republ ican; PO-Previous question; A-Adopted; F-Failed. 

D 1740 
Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield 4 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Texas [Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHN
SON]. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Mr. Speaker, today I rise in sup
port of H.R. 820. The National Competi
tiveness Act of 1993, a bill of which I 
am proud to be a cosponsor. 

This legislation represents the next 
step in the development of a com
prehensive national strategy that · will 
assist America's small and medium
sized businesses in becoming the lead
ing economic force in the world. This 
bill as conceived by now Vice President 
GORE, builds on legislation approved by 
this body last year, lays the foundation 
for cooperation between government, 
industry, and academia. 

On February 22 of this year, Presi
dent Clinton announced his technology 
initiative, outlining a comprehensive 
strategy to guide America toward a 
stronger economy, cleaner environ
ment and more competitive business. 
At that time Vice President GORE said 
"We face new challenges, from our 
competitors around the world and from 
the people we serve here at home, that 
demand new solutions and creative 
thinking * * * we must move to seize 
these opportunities.'' 

Now I know there is resistance to the 
idea of cooperation between govern
ment and industry in this body. In fact, 
I received a "Dear Colleague" just yes
terday calling this bill fatally flawed 
because it picks winners and losers. My 
colleagues I submit that this attitude 
is nothing more than a sign of the 
mindset of the regressive decade we 
just overcame. 

It is time that America wakes up to 
the reality that we are not competing 
in a free market system. During the 
eighties we exported tens of thousand 
of jobs overseas and the Reagan and 
Bush administrations sat back and said 
there is nothing we can do about this. 
Well my friends, that's just not true. 
We are competing in a global economy 
and with people of different cultures 
and different philosophies about what 
an economic policy should be. It 
amazes me that while we complain 
about our trade deficit with Japan, 
China and Germany we still have peo
ple in this body complaining about in
creasing our Commerce Department 
budget by $764 million. Do I need to re
mind my colleagues that during the 
same week in which we had to with
draw a $16 billion stimulus package, 
the Japanese Prime Minister signed off 

on a $115 billion infrastructure package 
which is certain to pass later this sum
mer? And yet we wonder why we have 
a $49 billion trade deficit with Japan. 

Mr. Speaker, we are at a critical 
point in our history. In addition to 
being saddled with the task of redirect
ing a 40-year-old defense industry, we 
are facing fierce economic competition 
from countries smaller than the State 
of Texas. The Japanese spend $500 mil
lion a year to support 170 technology 
centers. We currently have seven man
ufacturing centers and spend a fraction 
of that figure on them. 

This bill is not only critical to ensur
ing a smooth transition for those many 
small-and medium-sized businesses 
which formerly relied on defense-relat
ed contracts but is ess.ential to all of 
those new start-up companies which 
are responsible for the only significant 
job growth over the past 2 years. The 
manufacturing technology and exten
sion section of this bill is directed to
ward these small dynamic companies 
in need of technical advice about how 
to restructure. It also creates a vehicle 
for these companies to access the most 
recent manufacturing technology inno
vations, provides assistance in develop
ing and refining precompetitive tech
nologies, and information about mar
ket opportunities. 

The Critical Technologies Develop
ment Program encourages investment 
in start-up companies trying to bridge 
the gap between technology develop
ment and commercialization. Since 
1987, venture capital has declined 75 
percent. Early stage venture capital in
vestment now represents only 5 percent 
of all venture investments. Now some 
will still call this picking winners and 
losers but I believe that if the market 
is unable to provide the funds nec
essary to sustain the industry, govern
ment should step in. 

This bill has been backed by the 
American Electronics Association, the 
Small Business Coalition for Science 
and Technology, the President of the 
United States, the States themselves, 
numerous universities, and others. 
This legislation is critical to the future 
of our country and I urge my col
leagues to support H.R. 820. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I am privi
leged to yield 4 minutes to the distin
guished gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. WALKER]. The honorable gen
tleman is going to speak as the rank
ing member of the Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology, to 
whom we owe thanks also for giving us 
an open rule request. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend the Com
mittee on Rules for the open rule that 
they brought forward. I commend the 
gentleman from California [Mr. BROWN] 
and the gentleman from North Caro
lina [Mr. VALENTINE], who have 
brought this bill through our commit
tee, for coming to the floor with an 
open rule. I think it will enhance the 
legislation to have it debated under 
this particular process. 

Mr. Speaker, that is not to say that 
open rules necessarily from our per
spective end up being wholly fair. One 
of the things that is in this rule that I 
would prefer not be there is the self-en
acting clause striking an important 
section of H.R. 820 which was added at 
the full committee markup. 

Mr. Speaker, understand that we at 
the full committee markup only won 
three amendments. So one-third of our 
entire success at the committee is 
being stricken by the Committee on 
Rules in this rule 

Mr. Speaker, I think it is well to un
derstand what we have been asked to 
take out. It was not at the insistence 
of people on our committee that it is 
being taken out; it is being taken out 
at the insistence of chairmen of other 
committees in the Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, let me tell you what it 
was they did not want us to have in the 
bill. What they did not want us to have 
in here is a sense-of-the-Congress lan
guage that says that the provisions of 
the National Competitiveness Act in 
and of themselves are not sufficient to 
address the competitiveness problems 
of the Nation. 

We had a lot of witnesses come before 
the Subcommittee on Technology and 
the full committee. Some supported 
H.R. 820, and some opposed the bill. 
But what nearly all the opponents and 
the proponents had in common was in 
their testimony they said that there 
are fundamental impediments to this 
Nation fulfilling its competitive poten
tial, and, therefore, its ability to cre
ate new productive jobs for middle
class Americans. What they said was 
that in most cases, these problems 
were wrapped up in national debt or in 
litigation or in regulation or in tax
ation. 

D 1750 
One witness, Dr. T.J. Rodgers , presi

dent and CEO of Cypress Semiconduc
tor, said it particularly well. I quote 
from him. He said: 

America's companies have the guts, brains, 
and stamina to beat our foreign competition. 
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What we need is a Washington with the cour
age to get out of the way and let us fight it 
out. 

The fundamental Competitiveness 
Act that the Republicans put forth at 
the beginning of this process was intro
duced by most of the Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology Repub
licans and by the Republican leader
ship. It addressed the basic competi
tiveness problems of national debt, tax 
policy, product and professional liabil
ity, antitrust law and the regulatory 
process. 

The sense-of-the-Congress that was 
added to the bill was simply a state
ment that these issues need to be ad
dressed for the United States to be 
competitive. It reflects what I think is 
the thorough work that the Committee 
on Science, Space, and Technology did 
during the hearings process and encap
sulates the nearly universal rec
ommendations of the witnesses that 
the action on these broader issues 
needs to be taken this year. 

It was not at all a matter of policy. 
It was a matter of stating what we be
lieved we heard in the hearing. 

I am disappointed that we will not 
now have that language on the floor, 
because I think it does say what this 
country really needs, if it is going to 
become competitive. 

If we simply take the bill that is be
fore us, all we are doing here is adding 
some new government programs, some 
additional government spending. And 
we are calling that an add on to our 
competitiveness policy. 

Many of us have problems with that. 
But we do believe that there are things 
this Nation should be doing in order to 
become more competitive. Those 
things are not being addressed in this 
bill. And now we will not even have a 
sense-of-the-Congress suggesting that 
they should be done in the future. 

That disappoints me. I wish that the 
rules were different. But I am pleased 
that it is an open rule. 

If it comes to a vote, I will support 
the rule because I think the open proc
ess will give us a chance to address 
some of the problems with the bill. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. VALENTINE]. 

Mr. VALENTINE. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank t-he gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

I want to say at the; outset that on 
this business of open rules, it looks 
like we are going to, we get a lot of 
conversation about an open rule here, 
whether the Committee on Rules gives 
us an open rule or whether they do not. 

If there is no open rule, then there is 
a lot of conversation from this side 
about it. The Committee on Rules, in 
its infinite wisdom, grants an open 
rule, and there is still endless con
versation about an open rule. 

Well, I say to my gentlemen, enjoy, 
enjoy. 

I want to answer our colleague, our 
esteemed colleague, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania, the last statement. 

He seems to agree that everything 
else is in order. He has got an open 
rule, and he comes in and says, "But I 
am not satisfied because the Commit
tee on Rules found that section 506 of 
this bill was not germane." 

The fact of the matter is that section 
506 of the bill does not even come close 
to being germane, and the gentleman 
knows that. 

This bill authorizes, the bill that we 
are here to debate, authorizes appro
priations for technical assistance relat
ed to advanced technology develop
ment and manufacturing technology. 

In contrast, section 506 deals with tax 
policy, deals with tax policy, Mr. 
Speaker, deals with deficit reduction 
and deals with tort liability reform. 

These matters may be important. I 
think that they are. But the gentleman 
knows as well as any Member here that 
this committee has absolutely no juris
diction, and so he comes in, speaking, I 
guess, to whomever is listening, and 
says, "Look what these bad people are 
doing. They won't let µs address these 
problems." 

He knows that is a bunch of hogwash. 
Also, the fact that the section is non
binding, of course, makes it not ger
mane. 

Mr. Speaker, everything that I have 
said the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. WALKER] understands. He knows 
that this committee has no jurisdiction 
to deal in these matters. Yet he goes 
on and on and on about "Why don't you 
change the tort laws, why don't you 
change the Tax Code, why don't you do 
all these things?" 

This is the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology. Our jurisdic
tion, I say to the gentleman, is limited, 
and he knows that. 

Mr. Speaker, a competitive economy 
is one that supports technology devel
opment and commercialization across 
a wide range of industries, creating 
quality jobs and maintaining a policy 
of trade. 

That is what we seek to do in this 
modest, this modest gesture. 

U.S. industry, especially manufacturing, has 
faced an unprecedented competitive challenge 
from abroad during the past decade. This in
creased competition has contributed to U.S. 
losses in market share, eroding technological 
leadership, and large trade deficits. 

The 1992 Economic Report of the President 
shows that United States industrial productivity 
growth has slipped severely from an average 
annual gain of 2.34 percent in the 1960's, to 
1.48 percent in the 1970's, and 0.98 percent 
in the 1980's. Among the G-7 nations, the 
United States has both the lowest rates of 
public and private investment on a per capita 
GNP basis and the slowest rate of productivity 
growth. 

American technology must move in a new 
direction to build economic strength and spur 
economic growth. Investing in technology is in-

vesting in America's future. That is what this 
bill is all about. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER). 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

The gentleman from North Carolina 
likes to talk and does not like to de
bate. The gentleman might remember, 
though, that last year, when he 
brought this similar bill to the floor, 
that he asked for waivers for non
germaneness in his own bill. And so the 
idea that we would bring a bill, bring 
language to the floor that expressed a 
sense of the Congress that as non
germane is something that the gen
tleman was perfectly willing to do in 
his own bill last year, when he came to 
the floor. 

So I am disappointed that the gen
tleman does not want to take the testi
mony that was before his own commit
tee, the committee that he chairs, the 
subcommittee he chairs, and at least 
inform the Congress that the witnesses 
that appeared before him suggested 
that we had to go much further than 
his bill goes in order to address com
petitiveness problems in the country. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. TUCKER]. 

Mr. TUCKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

I rise in strong support today of H.R. 
820. 

First, let me congratulate the gentle
men who have brought this to the 
floor, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. BROWN] and the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. VALENTINE] and 
others who have shown a great deal of 
leadership and foresight. 

It is obvious, Mr. Speaker, that we 
have fallen short in this country in the 
leadership that the American people 
need from us. They need us to show 
them that not only can we lead them 
into war and not only can we lead them 
into unemployment and not only can 
we lead them into rhetoric about being 
concerned about taxes and being con
cerned about the Democratic leader
ship in this country, but they need to 
see from us that we can lead them into 
recovery, real economic recovery, Mr. 
Speaker. 

We know that we have fallen grossly 
behind in the competitiveness in the 
world market; the trade deficit, $89 bil
lion, showing that we have a long way 
to go with countries that, with no dis
respect to them, that we beat the pants 
off in wars and now they are beating 
the pants off of us in the economic war 
of life. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time that we put 
the pedal to the metal in developing 
the technology with civilian R&D for 
small business access, small firm ac
cess, and have the kinds of technology 
to make all the different companies in 
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this country competitive, to move for
ward into the 21st century so that we 
can create the kind of technology that 
will create jobs for the Workforce 2000. 

I believe that the work by this com
mittee should be applauded, and I urge 
all of my colleagues to support this im
portant bill. 

I would also say that I am going to 
support the rule. I think it is impor
tant, Mr. Speaker, that all the House 
has an opportunity to speak on this 
matter. I think that after we have spo
ken and after we have debated, it is 
time for us to move with all due expe
dition and do something that will 
prime the pump and will stimulate this 
economy and put some jobs back. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished minority 
whip, the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
GINGRICH]. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend, the gentleman from Florida, 
for yielding time to me. 

Let me just say, I first want to com
mend the Democratic leadership for 
bringing the open rule to the floor. It is 
May 5, and it would have been nice if 
we could have done this much earlier 
in the year. But it is the right direc
tion, not just for Republicans. I think 
that is a point that Members have mis
understood about this whole debate on 
open and closed rules. 

D 1800 
Every Member who is not on a par

ticular committee is excluded from 
participating in the legislative process 
as it relates to that committee. There
fore, all the Members who are not on a 
particular committee, and, as a general 
rule, there are 60 or 70 members on a 
committee, that means there are an
other 370 Members of the House who 
are not on that committee, so this is 
the opportunity for all Members, Dem
ocrat, Republican, liberal, conserv
ative, for every Member to look at a 
bill and to decide whether or not there 
is a way they would like to improve 
the bill. 

We may not all agree on that im
provement. We may in fact vote in a 
variety of ways to defeat it, and very 
often quite unusual coalitions, driven 
by geography, driven by ideology, driv
en by unique local interests, or for a 
lot of different reasons people vote the 
way they do when we get into the 
amendment process. However, this 
kind of rule is the right kind of rule. It 
also, frankly, helps solve part of the 
special order problem because it re
turns the real debate and the real legis
lative process back to the legislative 
day in the way that it should occur. 

I want in particular to commend our 
friend, the chairman, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. BROWN] for having 
asked for an open rule. This is the 
right way to do it, and I respect the 
right of the majority on a key bill to 
do everything they can to ram it 

through. That is the nature of the 
House as an institution. Maybe four or 
five times a year that ought to happen. 
However, this is a much better legisla
tive process for America, and all Amer
icans are better served by a House that 
does this. 

I very much appreciate the Demo
cratic leadership and the chairman for 
coming at it with this kind of a policy 
with open rules. I hope this is the be
ginning of how we legislate for the rest 
of the year. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Arizona [Mr. COPPERSMITH]. 

Mr. COPPERSMITH. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Ohio for 
yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of H.R. 820, as well as this rule. I be
lieve the only question on the rule is 
the fact that some portion has been 
omitted from the bill that might admit 
that the bill does not solve all the 
problems of this country related to 
competitiveness. 

I will freely admit that there may be 
some other problems outside the pur
view of the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology, and we will 
take them up in turn. Let me turn now 
to the merits of the bill. 

Opponents of this legislation have 
tried to portray it as both over budget 
and against the administration's poli
cies. The truth is that the funding au
thorizations for this bill are in line 
with both the administration's fiscal 
year 1994 budget requests and fiscal 
year 1995 planning documents adopted 
in the budget resolution already passed 
by Congress. 

While I appreciate my colleague's 
sudden concern for the administra
tion's views, I want to reiterate that 
the administration's official position is 
one of strong support for H.R. 820 as re
ported by the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology. 

The administration supports this leg
islation precisely because it embodies 
so many of the specific changes Presi
dent Clinton and Vice President GORE 
have advocated to reverse the decline 
in American industrial competitive
ness. Expanding the network of manu
facturing extension services to give all 
businesses, especially small companies, 
access to advanced manufacturing 
technologies and expanding the Ad
vanced Technology Program's success
ful program of grants for 
precompetitive research on generic 
technologies are just two of the many 
proposals highlighted in the adminis
tration's technology policy and con
tained in this bill. 

We now have the opportunity to 
enact some of these proposals, which 
represent a true effort to redirect Fed
eral research and development away 
from defense and space mission-ori
ented work of the past few decades, and 
towards an industry-led approach of co-

operation among business, government, 
and academia to promote the tech
nology development and adoption need
ed to fuel economic growth. 

Making these investments in our 
country's long-term industrial com
petitiveness is one way we can prove to 
the American people that their votes 
for change were not cast in vain, and I 
look forward to doing so. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY]. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from Florida for yielding 
time to me. 

I, too, want to thank the Committee 
on Rules for bringing this open rule to 
the floor, and particularly the chair
man, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. BROWN] for asking for the open 
rule. However, my comments are going 
to the bill. 

I am sorry to say this, Mr. Speaker, 
but I find the attempt by this body to 
pass off H.R. 820 as even a partial an
swer to America's .competitiveness 
woes not only amusing but frightening. 

Amusing because-after a National 
election purportedly about change won 
by a party that was purportedly a new 
breed of Democrat-I"' have to stand 
here and dust off the same old speech 
in opposition to the same old liberal 
Democrat policy. 

Frightening because this bill smacks 
of centralized industrial policy, that il
logical and discredited equation where 
increased Federal intrusion added to 
higher spending is somehow supposed 
to equal better competitiveness. The 
fact is, Mr. Speaker, increasing Gov
ernment intrusion in business and in
creasing Government spending are each 
by themselves excellent ways to fur
ther cripple America's ability to com
pete. 

And as usual for liberal Democrats, 
the bill's proponents refuse to acknowl
edge the desperate need for deficit re
duction which in itself would be a far 
more significant step forward toward 
enhancing our Nation's competitive
ness. 

This country doesn't need the Fed
eral Government to waste another $1.54 
billion in taxpayer money to fund pro
visions and programs that clearly take 
us in the wrong direction. This bill is 
simply new spending to support special 
projects and technologies of special in
terest industries selected by a handful 
of the bill's proponents. My colleagues 
are gravely mistaken if you think the 
competitiveness of this country can be 
fundamentally improved by g1vmg 
grants and loans to those select few in
dustries whose lobbyists happen to be 
the most effective. 

I will be offering an amendment later 
to strike just such a provision from 
this bill. Section 407 authorizes $50 mil
lion to fund a new grant program at 
the Department of Commerce to create 
work force quality partnerships. The 
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private sector knows well the benefits 
of having and training a competitive 
work force, the Government should not 
spend hard-earned taxpayer dollars to 
reimburse businesses for what they are 
already doing. 

Further, even the Department of 
Commerce asked the Science commit
tee to remove this program from the 
bill given fiscal constraints and the 
need to prioritize investments. It is 
typical of the elitist we-are-the-Gov
ernmen t-and-we-are-here-to-help-you 
philosophy that this bill's sponsors 
would actually ignore the request not 
to include this provision when made by 
the agency that will oversee its imple
mentation. 

In the face of this ill-conceived legis
lation, my colleague from Pennsylva
nia has attempted to amend this bill 
with a package of proposals that would 
address the true fundamental changes 
in policy that ought to be made in 
order to create an effective competi
tive environment in this country. Fail
ing that, he was successful in having 
the committee adopt sense-of-Congress 
language calling for deficit reduction, 
tax incentives, regulatory relief, and 
antitrust and liability reform to create 
jobs and fuel economic growth. Yet, 
even this language was stricken from 
the bill before it made it to the floor. 

Mr. Speaker, what we so clearly need 
to do and what the supporters of this 
bill obviously fail to recognize is to 
provide incentives to spur investment, 
capital formation and research and de
velopment, we need to reform our anti
trust laws; we need product liability 
reform. 

We must lower the cost of capital by 
reducing or eliminating the capital 
gains tax as our German and Japanese 
competitors did long ago. And yes, 
Members of Congress must learn to say 
no to special interests and cut spend
ing, thereby reducing the deficit and 
freeing up capital it takes away from 
the private sector. 

To improve our Nation's competitive
ness, we need to stop shoveling unnec
essary time consuming paperwork on 
the desks of American businessmen and 
women; we must get control of the reg
ulatory bureaucracy and implement a 
system for evaluating regulations for 
costs and benefits-and we must reject 
those that don't measure up. 

In other words, Mr. Speaker, Amer
ican businesses and entrepreneurs have 
suffered long enough from Federal in
eptitude. The proposal before us and 
the refusal of this body to allow a real 
debate on the issue simply perpetuates 
this incompetence. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill is not a Na
tional Competitiveness Act. It dem
onstrates Congress' perennial failure to 
recognize either the solution or the 
problem. The problem is not that the 
Federal Government isn't spending 
enough money or making enough deci
sions for the private sector-quite the 

opposite-the incompetent and unco
ordinated hand of Government is stran
gling our Nation's businesses. 

American businessmen and women, 
struggling to regain their competitive 
edge, don't need us to give them any
more promises and programs; what 
they need us to do is put our own bal
ance sheet in order and leave theirs 
alone. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to my colleague, the distin
guished gentleman from California 
(Mr. ROHRABACHER). 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 
what we are talking about today is a 
bill called the National Competitive
ness Act. How can anybody be against 
competitiveness, national competitive
ness? What I am suggesting, and hav
ing sat through the hearings on this 
and being a member of the Committee 
on Science, Space, and Technology, is 
that this bill takes exactly the wrong 
approach to American technology and 
American competitiveness. 

Instead of loosening the shackles 
that are making businessmen in this 
country noncompetitive with their for
eign competition, and relieving the 
burden that ties down our high tech en
trepreneurs, what we have done instead 
is create a bill that is nothing more 
than a special spending bill, and frank
ly, a regulatory bill. 

This is not the approach that is going 
to make America more competitive. 
This is not going to help our high tech 
companies. What we heard time and 
time again from our high tech entre
preneurs during the discussions during 
the committee hearings on this bill 
was "Give us some fundamental re
form, for example, in the area of liabil
ity, in the area of antitrust reform." 
These things we can do without costing 
one cent to the American taxpayer. 

Yet, what we have instead are about 
how we can subsidize certain indus
tries, how we can set up certain pro
grams that will help particular indus
tries. Let us not select certain busi
nesses to try to help; let us instead al
leviate the burden of regulation of 
antitrust laws that prevent all of our 
companies from being competitive. 

That is one reason why, and that is 
the central reason why, I will have to 
oppose this National Competitiveness 
Act. 

I would hope that our colleagues take 
a strong look at this. We will find that 
the basic, fundamental difference in 
opinion of the role of Government is 
what separates people in this bill: the 
question of how do we make things bet
ter. We do not do it by adding more 
Government and more Government 
spending. Instead, we can make things 
better by actually reducing Govern
ment's burden on the entrepreneurs of 
this country. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
New Hampshire [Mr. SWETT]. 

D 1810 
Mr. SWETT. Mr. Speaker, I rise 

today in support of H.R. 820, the Na
tional Competitiveness Act of 1993. I 
would also like to say that I am very 
much in support of the open rule con
cept. I congratulate my leaders in the 
House of Representatives for allowing 
this to go forward with an open rule, 
and I look forward to a very respon
sible and productive debate on this leg
islation for the next day. 

Mr. Speaker, there was a time not 
long ago when the United States was 
the unquestioned industrial leader of 
the world. That time has passed. We 
have now fallen dangerously behind our 
competitors: our industries are furi
ously trying to catch up with their 
overseas competitors; our trade deficit 
remains chronically high; real wages 
have declined. 

We can no longer stand idly by while 
our industrial strength continues to 
erode, while layoffs continue, while 
more and more American families re
main unable to make ends meet be
cause our economy is not producing 
enough well-paying jobs. We can no 
longer rely upon serendipitous spinoffs 
of defense technology to fuel our eco
nomic growth. 

We can no longer ignore a fact which 
our competitors learned long ago-
technological advancement is the key 
to our long-term economic success. 

Mr. Speaker, last fall's election 
marked a turning point. Last Novem
ber 3, the American people voted for a 
Government that would become a part
ner with American business in charting 
a course toward economic recovery. 
The American people understand that 
we must move beyond a Government
business relationship of confronta
tion-and toward a Government-busi
ness relationship of cooperation. 

The fact is, the Federal Government 
already plays a vital role in promoting 
technological advancement-and it al
ways has. Up to now, however, our Gov
ernment's technology policy has been 
to assume that defense technology 
would trickle down to civilian indus
try. 

The problem is, our trickle-down 
technology policy is no match for a co
ordinated onslaught from our well-fi
nanced international competitors. 

Mr. Speaker, we have a choice. Ei
ther, we can continue to keep our 
heads in the sand-and continue to get 
walloped in the global marketplace-or 
we can pull our heads out of the sand, 
take a hard look at the realities of 
international competition, and devise a 
coherent national strategy to promote 
technological advancement and re
newed international competitiveness. 

The National Competitiveness Act 
does precisely that. 

Mr. Speaker, I can think of no other 
legislation that is as vital to our Na
tion's economic future. While I am 
fighting to reduce the budget deficit 
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and eliminate wasteful spending, I also 
recognize that we must plan, and yes, 
invest in tomorrow. 

I have watched for many years our 
Nation's economic floundering for lack 
of a coherent economic plan. I have 
watched other countries pass us by as 
their governments have assisted and 
promoted their companies' techno
logical advancement. And sadly, I have 
watched more and more Americans put 
out of work year after year-simply be
cause we have not invested in our Na
tion's economic future. 

The National Competitiveness Act 
will create jobs-high-skill, high-wage 
jobs. 

Too often, Government simply reacts 
to a problem. As the turn of the cen
tury approaches, let us show the Amer
ican people that we have a vision and a 
plan for creating the America we want 
for tomorrow. 

In New Hampshire we have compa
nies like Resonetics, MPB Corp., and 
Hitchiner Manufacturing-companies 
that are creating new technologies, 
new jobs, and new trade opportunities. 
But they need help in order to compete 
successfully against their colleagues 
overseas who are getting help from 
their governments. 

The people in my State want action. 
. They want a plan that will create good 
jobs and help America become strong 
again. 

This will not happen by sitting and 
waiting for America to recover. We are 
in an economic war for survival. Other 
countries have already invested in 
their economic future, they have a bat
tle plan, and they intend to win. 

Mr. Speaker, we need to give Amer
ica a fighting chance. I urge my col
leagues to join me on supporting the 
National Competitiveness Act of 1993. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self our remaining time to close debate 
on our side at this point by simply say
ing that we are very grateful, and I 
personally feel that we have had a good 
use of time in terms of deliberative de
bate under an open rule scenario in the 
sense that we have used this time to 
actually discuss the rule. Much of the 
testimony that has recently occurred 
here on this issue has actually been on 
the rule, and that is refreshing. And 
the reason that has happened is be
cause we have not had to try to cram 
in all of the debate we would have had 
on the merits of the issues, as we often 
have to do when there is no open rule. 

So I am very pleased, and even 
though the distinguished gentleman 
from North Carolina, who was the au
thor of the legislation, commented 
that we have talked perhaps in a long 
fashion about openness, I think it is 
proper that we do talk about the rule 
when we have set a time aside to talk 
about rules. So I am grateful that that 
occasion has come to pass, and I want 
to thank Chairman GEORGE BROWN and 
ranking member WALKER and Chair
man MOAKLEY for the open rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
have no further requests for time. I 
yield back the balance of my time, and 
I move the previous question on the 
resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW 
Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today it adjourn to 
meet at noon tomorrow. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

NATIONAL COMPETITIVENESS ACT 
OF 1993 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to House Resolution 164 and rule 
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consider
ation of the bill, H.R. 820. 

D 1815 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved it
self into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 820) to 
amend the Stevenson-Wydler Tech
nology Innovation Act of 1980 to en
hance manufacturing technology devel
opment and transfer, to authorize ap
propriations for the Technology Ad
ministration of the Department of 
Commerce, including the National In
stitute of Standards and Technology, 
and for other purposes, with Mr. LAN
CASTER in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the bill is considered as having 
been read the first time. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. VALENTINE] will be 
recognized for 30 minutes, and the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK
ER] will be recognized for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. VALENTINE]. 

Mr. VALENTINE. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
H.R. 820, the National Competitiveness 
Act of 1993. I want to thank the chair
man of the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology, my dear friend, 
GEORGE BROWN' for his leadership and 
support in bringing this legislation be
fore the House of Representatives 
today. 

The text of H.R. 820 is largely based 
on the National Competitiveness Act of 
1992 (H.R. 5231) which passed the House 

last September by more than a two
thirds margin, but failed to pass the 
Senate because of time constraints. 

H.R. 820 reflects not only the views of 
many Members of the Congress but 
also the views of the Clinton adminis
tration, the business community, the 
engineering societies, the universities, 
and the State governments. All have 
contributed their legislative ideas on 
how to enhance the economic growth 
and global competitiveness of U.S. in
dustry. 

In addition, recommendations were 
drawn from numerous reports on com
petitiveness by distinguished groups 
such as the Office of Technology As
sessment, the Council on Competitive
ness, the National Academy of 
Sciences, the Carnegie Commission, 
and the Competitiveness Policy Coun
cil. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 820 is one of the 
most important pieces of legislation 
that the Congress will consider this 
year. By proposing that government, 
industry, and academia form partner
ships to develop and transfer tech
nology and skills needed to enhance 
long-term productivity, H.R. 820 is of
fering innovative solutions to our Na
tion's economic problems. 

The initiatives contained in this bill 
are a vital part of President Clinton's 
economic investment package designed 
to promote long-term economic growth 
by helping U.S. firms create, commer
cialize, and use new technologies that 
can produce stable, high-wage jobs. 

There are some Members who will 
say this bill costs too much, but I say 
the funding levels are well-justified by 
the anticipated high returns to U.S. in
dustry, and to reverse a long-term 
trend of constrained resources that has 
often meant too little, too late for U.S. 
companies facing intense international 
competition. 

This bill contains provisions that 
would: · 

First, establish an advanced manu
facturing technology development pro
gram and a national technology out
reach program, that would promote the 
creation of advanced technologies in 
the manufacturing and service sectors; 

Second, expand the technology ac
tivities of the National Science Foun
dation [NSF] to include engineering re
search centers dedicated to manufac
turing, worker training partnerships, 
and total quality management pro
grams. 

Third, expand the Department of 
Commerce's Advanced Technology Pro
gram [ATP] to provide greater support 
for precommercial research and devel
opment of generic technologies; 

Fourth, increase availability of long
term investment capital that U.S. com
panies need to develop critical tech
nologies; 

Fifth, establish a program to coordi
nate the collection, assessment, and 
dissemination of information on for
eign science and technology; and 



9244 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE May 5, 1993 
Sixth, expand and strengthen the 

technology development and transfer 
programs of the National Institute of 
Standards and Technology. 

Mr. Chairman, this legislation is an 
important step toward investing in 
America's future, and I urge my col
leagues to support and expedite H.R. 
820's speedy passage through the Con
gress. 

Our colleague, CARDISS COLLINS, 
chairwoman of the Subcommittee on 
Commerce, Consumer Protection, and 
Competitiveness has made the commit
tee aware of her concerns that tech
nology transfer priorities need to be 
developed on an in teragency basis and 
that the private sector needs to have a 
major role in making decisions about 
technology transfer. 

She, correctly, has identified the 
interagency Federal Coordinating 
Council on Science, Engineering and 
Technology, which is in the Office of 
the President, as the appropriate en
tity to carry out this responsibility for 
coordinating technology transfer with
in the Federal Establishment. 

I would like to join her in saying 
that I believe it is totally consistent 
with the purposes of this bill for the 
Federal Coordinating Council to give 
high priority to establishing a tech
nology transfer agenda and coordinat
ing technology transfer activities with
in the Federal Government. 

0 1820 
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 
Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, today we are consider

ing H.R. 820, a bill which increases 
Government spending in the name of 
making U.S. industry more competi
tive. 

Increasing current spending on the 
programs contained in this bill by 158 
percent is not going to create new jobs 
in America. It will not help entre
preneurs bring ideas to the market
place and will not get us very far in our 
efforts to cut the deficit. 

The gentleman from North Carolina 
just listed a number of special-interest 
groups that are in favor of this particu
lar bill. Let me suggest to you that 
there are two groups against this bill 
that maybe the Members will want to 
pay attention to: The National Tax
payers' Union has said they are going 
to key vote this bill. They regard this 
bill as a big spender, as wasteful, they 
are going to key vote a vote for this 
bill as being against their policy and 
will support only votes against this 
bill. Also, the Citizens Against Govern
ment Waste has now come forward 
against this bill. Let me tell you what 
Citizens Against Government Waste 
say in a couple of paragraphs about the 
National Competitiveness Act. 

First, they say: 
The National Competitiveness Act is anti

competitive. By increasing the budget defi-

cit, thereby reducing available private cap
ital and raising its cost, and providing fund
ing for federally chosen technologies, the Na
tional Competitiveness Act favors some busi
nesses over others and special interests over 
the national interest. 

That is the Citizens Against Govern
ment Waste talking. 

They also say, "The National Com
petitiveness Act is antitaxpayer." It 
says, "Experience suggests that the 
National Competitiveness Act will be
come another in a long line of well-in
tended but badly executed programs 
that waste tax dollars." They ask the 
question: "Do we really need more cor
porate welfare and pork-barrel 
projects?" And then they also say, 
"The National Competitiveness Act 
conflicts with Congress' own budget 
resolution," and they point out that 
the bill boosts the Commerce Depart
ment technology funding by $764 mil
lion over 2 years, and that the budget 
resolution reduces the function 370 in 
the Commerce Department allocation 
in 1994 and freezes it in 1995. In other 
words, this bill runs over the budget 
resolution. 

So both the National Taxpayers' 
Union and the Citizens Against Gov
ernment Waste are in agreement with 
us that this bill does, in fact, pose 
some major problems to those who 
want to save money in Government. 

And if we swallow this $1.54 billion 
subsidy bill, do not think this will be 
the end of it. Why just next week, the 
Science Committee is scheduled to 
start marking up another $1.5 billion 
subsidy bill for computer networks. 
Soon after that, the committee plans 
on increasing spending at the energy 
labs to the tune of $1.8 billion in the 
name of competitiveness. Once we 
begin, it will never end. Every industry 
will want its handout. We are starting 
the handouts here with the bill on the 
floor right now. 

H.R. 820 looks, sounds, and smells 
like industrial policy. The bill sub
sidizes the commercial development of 
a relatively limited number of feder
ally chosen technologies. The measure 
increases deficit spending, which fur
ther reduces available private capital 
and raises its cost to all businesses. 
Therefore, H.R. 820 asks us to allow the 
Government to pick winners and make 
losers out of other U.S. businesses not 
eligible to participate in the programs 
the bill establishes. 

Competition in a global economy 
means industries need to respond 
quickly and to innovate continuously. 
If we were to show up at the doorstep 
of most entrepreneurs and say "we're 
from the Federal Government and 
we're here to help you turn out a qual
ity product by loaning you money and 
training your employees," I think most 
entrepreneurs in America would say 
"Thanks, but no thanks. We don't want 
you. ' ' 

Countless witnesses have come before 
the Science, Space, and Technology 

Committee testifying that the best 
thing Government can do is pass liabil
ity reform legislation. We've heard wit
nesses say that the best way to help 
high-technology companies get into 
production is to implement regulatory 
reform in the area of finance and tele
communications, and to seek tax re
form to create patient capital and in
vestment incentives. 

Mr. Chairman, I say to all of those 
witnesses who came before us in good 
faith and brought their ideas before us, 
I extend you my apologies. This bill 
does none of those things. It does not 
even pretend to do any of those things. 
It simply adds to the Government defi
cit, and it suggests that more spending 
by the Government is a solution to all 
of our problems. 

H.R. 820's supporters believe the 
measure will assist high-technology in
dustries. Government cannot and will 
not move at the pace that the high
technology global market place de
mands. One need only look at the per
sonal computer industry. It is an ex
tremely competitive industry and 
changes daily. Computers from 10 years 
ago are literally museum pieces. Is the 
Government equipped to know this 
market or other high-technology mar
kets? Yet, this bill asks the Federal 
Government to make market decisions 
about key technologies and to pick the 
best ones for funding. 

Government, says noted economist 
Allan Meltzer, tends to confuse weal th 
creation and jobs creation. If Govern
ment provides a loan guarantee for a 
business, will the Government be will
ing to pull the plug on a company after 
5 years if 25, or 50 or 100 jobs would be 
lost as a result? The tendency of the 
Government would be to continue to 
subsidize those jobs and keep the com
pany going even if the company will 
eventually fail. 

This bill puts the Government into 
product development using taxpayer 
resources, initiates Federal control 
over market decisions, and raises the 
specter of price supports, trade protec
tionism, and bailouts. 

Do not support this bill; it costs too 
much, is bad policy, and is antireform. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. VALENTINE. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. BROWN], the distin
guished chairman of the Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology. 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in support of H.R. 820, the 
National Competitiveness Act of 1993. 

I want to commend the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. VALENTINE] 
for his leadership on this legislation. I 
also wish to thank the Committees on 
Energy and Commerce; Ways and 
Means; Banking, Finance and Urban 
Affairs; Education and Labor; and the 
Judiciary for their cooperation in mov
ing this legislation forward. 
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Mr. Chairman, the bill before the 

House today, H.R. 820, is important be
cause it addresses a vital aspect of the 
competitiveness problem-investment 
in new technologies and in the infra
structure to bring those technologies 
to American industry. Economic stud
ies show that about one-third of a na
tion's economic growth is the result of 
advances in technology. 

Mr. Chairman, the election results 
made it very clear that the economy 
and jobs are the No. 1 worry of the 
American public. We are in a very slow 
recovery, and one that may falter. Part 
of the problem-identified by President 
Clinton during his campaign-is the de
cline of our manufacturing base and 
the loss of manufacturing jobs to other 
nations. This is a long-term systematic 
problem where solutions will not be 
easy or rapid. 

H.R. 820 has the capacity to make 
real and timely con tri bu tions to the 
long-term growth of our Nation's econ
omy by providing for the formation of 
manufacturing outreach programs to 
enhance small- and medium-sized com
panies' manufacturing capabilities; a 
computer network that will electroni
cally link the Nation's manufacturing 
extension offices; and the increased 
support of programs such as the Ad
vanced Technology Program to provide 
Federal cost-sharing programs for new 
and innovative technology companies. 
These provisio.ns have all been well re
ceived by the industrial community. 

This legislation contains many of the 
key provisions in the Clinton-Gore 
technology policy outlined in the Feb
ruary 22 policy paper, "Technology for 
America's Economic Growth, a New Di
rection To Build Economic Strength." 

It also reflects the theme of the Clin
ton-Gore technology policy to provide 
for a true partnership between the Fed
eral Government, industry, labor, aca
demia, and the States by provisions ex
panding the State technology exten
sion program to aid small businesses; 
establishing American workforce qual
ity partnerships to promote education 
and training for a highly skilled 
workforce; and expanding the National 
Science Foundation Engineering Re
search Centers to include advanced 
manufacturing programs and total 
quality management programs. 

In the Senate it bears the number S. 
4 showing it is one of the top priorities 
of the Senate democratic leadership, 
and Secretary of Commerce Brown, in 
testimony before our committee, called 
for swift passage of H.R. 820. 

While this legislation may not be 
perfect, it does respond to the needs of 
the present day in that it contains 
those elements that provide for closer 
cooperation between Government and 
business in the mutual interest of en
hancing the economy of the United 
States. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
important and responsible legislation. 

D 1830 
Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

3 minutes to the gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. GRAMS], and request that 
he yield to me, if he would. 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER]. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I just wanted to reply to my good 
friend, the chairman of the committee, 
with regard to the record from the 12 
years that preceded this administra
tion. The fact is that in the early 
1980's, we had a boom in job expansion 
and in business creation in this coun
try and particularly in small entre
preneurial high-technology firms 
which came into being during that pe
riod of time. 

We, in fact, during that period of 
time created 18 to 20 million new jobs 
in the country. Now, the problem was 
that by the end of the 1980's we had in
creased regulation, increased litiga
tion, and particularly increased tax
ation and dragged the growth out of 
the economy. It is those problems that 
we are failing to address here. 

The idea that we are going to cure 
them with huge new Government 
spending programs is just plain non
sense. 

Mr. GRAMS. I thank the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Chairman, if there is one phrase 
from President Clinton's State of the 
Union Address that really stuck in my 
mind, and it was when he said, "as gov
ernment provides more opportunity." 

That phrase really sticks in my mind 
because it truly captures the underly
ing economic philosophy of the Presi
dent, the Democratic leadership in 
Congress, and the bill that is before us 
today. 

In essence, what the President was 
saying is that Government, not private 
individuals and entrepreneurs is better 
at making business decisions and de
ciding who wins and loses in the mar
ketplace. That the Government knows 
better than individuals and the mar
ketplace as to what makes the best 
business sense, and what are the best 
new ideas. 

That 's what this bill says as well. 
Mr. Chairman, I strongly disagree 

with that theory. The Government is 
not the creator of economic oppor
tunity, it often just gets in the way. 

If we really want to improve our Na
tion's economic competitiveness and 
generate new growth, we need to ad
dress the high taxes, overregulation, 
and excessive lawsuits which hurt our 
Nation's competitiveness. As well as 
the Federal budget deficit which robs 
half of this Nation's savings available 
for investment. 

Unfortunately, this bill addresses 
none of these issues. Instead, it simply 
goes back to the same old Democratic 
tax and spend approach to economic 

growth-the same approach that is 
being abandoned throughout the east
ern bloc and the social democracies of 
Europe. 

Instead of throwing more money at 
our economic problems, we should be 
doing something that will really help, 
like reducing the tax on capital gains, 
restoring passive loss for real estate, 
restoring R&D tax credits, and passing 
real budget reforms such as the bal
anced budget amendment. 

In testimony provided to the com
mittee on this bill, Joe Zemke, CEO of 
Amdahl Corp., hit the nail on the head. 
He said: 

The Clinton program represents the same 
logic: siphoning dollars from individuals and 
corporations and allocating them through a 
process that is terribly inefficient-a process 
that is responsive not to market require
ments, but to bureaucratic empires and po
litical payoffs. This use of tax money is dis
turbing at any time, but to increase expendi
tures as we face a historic deficit is uncon
scionable. 

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Zemke speaks for 
most people in business today. And his 
comments are right to the point. 

As a member of the Science and 
Technology Committee, I urge my col
leagues to reject this bill, and I call on 
Congress to do something that will 
really promote our economic competi
tiveness. 

Mr. VALENTINE. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute and 45 seconds to the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. ROEMER]. 

Mr. ROEMER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I would first of all like to begin my 
remarks: It is often the case in this 
body where we rise and say nice things 
about our chairman and nice things 
about ways in which the bills have 
made their way to the floor. 

I think the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. BROWN], and the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. VALENTINE], 
deserve an extraordinary amount of 
the credit for working on this legisla
tion for the last 31/2 to 4 years, and 
their staffs. I very much look forward 
to seeing this bill signed by President 
Clinton. 

I would like to also say in regard to 
the rule that brought this bill to the 
floor that I commend the leadership for 
bringing an open rule to this body. 

I think it is appropriate that we dis
cuss this in a high-mannered fashion, 
the way by which we work with our 
businesses, especially small- and me
dium-sized businesses in this country, 
in a cooperative relationship, not that 
Government is going to solve every sin
gle problem in this bill. They are not. 
That is not the role of this bill. 

This bill seeks to pave the way for re
inventing the partnership especially 
with emerging new technologies, with 
our national laboratories, establishing 
new manufacturing centers throughout 
this country, to address the joblessness 
about which we are all very concerned. 

Third, Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
mention that today it was just an-
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nounced that 9 of the 11 economic indi
cators are down. We are concerned 
about economic growth. This particu
lar bill addresses a number of the con
cerns, trying new things to get this 
economy going in the right way. 

Is it a panacea? Will it solve every 
single problem? No. Do we need to look 
at such innovative approaches as look
ing for new capital formation? Yes. Do 
we need to look at regulations and 
unburdening our businesses of regula
tions? Yes. 

In conclusion, I would just like to 
urge the body to support this legisla
tion, as our defense companies, as our 
avionic companies, as our manufactur
ing companies are going through very, 
very, very difficult times. This is a 
brandnew idea and should be given a 
chance. 

I am pleased to have had the opportunity to 
contribute to this legislation. The Science 
Committee adopted measures that I authored 
that will improve upon the Malcolm Baldrige 
Award by extending the prize categories to in
clude educational institutions, and recently ac
cepted language that creates a quality pro
gram within the National Institutes of Stand
ards and Technology. 

The quality program will enable us to take 
the knowledge we have gained from the 
Baldrige Award program, as well as other total 
quality management data, and disseminate it 
to American business and manufacturing 
firms. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in full support of H.R. 
820. We often hear it spoken in business cir
cles that we should "Either lead, follow or get 
out of the way." This bill is leadership in its 
truest form. 

The national competitiveness bill represents 
strong, innovative policy, and it also rep
resents what we, in Congress, have a distinct 
obligation to do: use Government resources to 
help the private sector gain access to the best 
possible information and technology available. 

This bill is an enormous first step in con
structing a rational approach to invigorating in
vestment and energizing our manufacturing in
frastructure. 

By making capital and access to technology 
data available to our small and medium size 
businesses, we encourage growth and innova
tion. Growth means jobs. Jobs mean a lower 
deficit. 

This legislation specifically addresses the 
needs of new and growing businesses through 
a system of grants, loans and informational 
programs. Through a system using electronic 
data transfer, computer aided technology, 
technology outreach centers, scientific re
search and the academic community, we pro
pose an ambitious, workable plan to help en
trepreneurs and businesses overcome the dif
ficulties of funding startups and fueling growth. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill represents the very 
best congressional response to the real needs 
of our small and medium sized businesses. It 
is crucial to our place in the world market, and 
I strongly urge my colleagues to support it. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Geor
gia ~Mr. LINDER]. 

Mr. LINDER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
H.R. 820. This so called competitiveness 
legislation is actually nothing of the 
kind. 

As a member of both the subcommit
tee and the full committee with juris
diction over this bill, I heard witness 
after witness testify that in order to 
truly promote competitiveness we 
must reduce the national debt, reform 
antitrust laws, reform civil laws, re
duce Government regulation and im
plement investment tax incentives to 
enhance private capital formation. 
H.R. 820 does none of this. In fact, the 
last section of this bill clearly states 
that the bill does not sufficiently ad
dress these matters, which are the true 
impediments to competitiveness. 

However, Mr. Chairman, my biggest 
problem with this bill is its budget 
busting price tag. H.R. 820 involves a 
massive Federal expenditure. It would 
increase funding for the Department of 
Commerce by $764 million, which rep
resents a 100-percent increase over cur
rent NIST spending. This directly con
tradicts Congress' budget resolution 
that was passed less than 2 months ago. 
I submit that the very- least we can do 
is abide by our own blue-print for Fed
eral spending. 

Further, H.R. 820 funds six programs 
that are neither in President Clinton's 
budget proposal nor the Clinton Tech
nology Policy proposal. This legisla
tion creates new programs and spend
ing authority which exceed the Clinton 
fiscal year 1994 budget and fiscal year 
1995 planning ceilings by hundreds of 
millions of dollars. 

It is also worth noting that amend
ments to delete spending provisions 
not contained in the Clinton budget 
were offered in both the subcommittee 
and the full committee and were de
feated by the President's own party on 
a straight party-line vote . 

Mr. Chairman, adding to the ever
growing budget deficit in no way pro
motes competitiveness. Quite the con
trary, it hinders competitiveness. By 
increasing the deficit, this bill further 
reduces available private capital and 
raises its costs. This virtually guaran
tees that all businesses will be ad
versely affected by the end result of 
this legislation. 

At a time when the President, Mem
bers of Congress, and the American 
people have called for deficit reduction 
and smaller Government, why are we 
proposing to increase the deficit and 
expand Government for programs that 
are of questionable benefit? 

Dr. T .J. Rodgers, President and CEO 
of Cypress Semiconductors, in his tes
timony before the subcommittee, 
summed it up most succinctly when he 
stated that: 

America's companies have the guts, brains, 
and stamina to beat our foreign competition. 
What we need is a Washington with the cour
age to get out of the way and let us fight it 
out. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
opposing H.R. 820. 

0 1840 
Mr. VALENTINE. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 2 minutes and 15 seconds to the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
KLEIN]. 

Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of H.R. 820, the National 
Competitiveness Act. I believe that 
years from now, people will look back 
at this bill as one of the most far sight
ed efforts of this Congress. During the 
many hearings we had in the Tech
nology Subcommittee one point was 
clear to all of the members we need to 
make use of the American inn ova ti ve 
spirit to make our Nation competitive 
in the global marketplace. 

Under the astute and learned leader
ship of Chairman GEORGE BROWN' as 
well as the diligent work of Technology 
Subcommittee Chairman TIM VALEN
TINE and Representative TOM LEWIS, 
the subcommittee's ranking member, 
we heard from a variety of witnesses on 
the many innovative approaches em
bodied in this legislation. I am con
fident that the more our colleagues and 
the American people hear about H.R. 
820, the more they will recognize the 
importance of its swift passage. 

American competitiveness has al
ways relied on two unique characteris
tics. First, our country's unparalleled 
ability to develop new· technologies, 
and second, our skill at putting those 
innovations to practical and fruitful 
use in industry. Mr. Chairman, I point 
this out because it was in my district 
that these principles were first applied. 

Nearly 200 years ago, Alexander Ham
ilton led an organization called the So
ciety for Useful Manufactures, in a 
commitment to innovative technology. 
They built the first manufacturing fa
cility in the Western Hemisphere by 
harnessing the power of the great falls 
of the Passaic River to drive the textile 
mills that led Paterson, NJ to be 
known as Silk City-and resulted in 
northern New Jersey becoming Ameri
ca's first industrial region and formed 
basis for the industrial greatness 
America enjoyed during the 19th cen
tury. 

A century later, another New 
Jerseyan, Thomas Edison, looked to
ward the future and saw applications of 
electricity that must have been an 
anathema to those who were content 
with the status quo. From the light 
bulb to the phonograph, Edison's inge
nuity changed our economy in ways 
that no one could have conceived. The 
products and industries that resulted 
from the research conducted by Edison 
and his contemporaries was the founda
tion or our economic strength in the 
20th century. 

In the last 12 years American indus
try, has failed to meet the competitive 
advantage from abroad. Was this due to 
Government interference? No, the 
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Reagan-Bush era saw to it that Govern
ment had no role to play in a competi
tive industrial policy. So no action was 
taken as the savings rate fell from 9 
percent to 3 percent in less than a gen
eration. No action was taken as United 
States-based productive investment in 
scientific and industrial R&D drifted to 
the lowest level of any industrialized 
nation except Ireland. No action was 
taken as productivity growth has 
slipped from 2.34 percent in the 1960's 
to 1.48 percent in the 1970's to 0.98 per
cent in the 1980's. 

The time has come to do something 
to reverse this trend. I urge my col
leagues to support this real commit
men t to research and development. We 
must not return to the maze of gim
micks that passed for industrial policy 
for the last 12 years. HR 820 is a well
designed plan to allow the genius of the 
American mind develop a future for our 
children that is more bountiful than we 
can now imagine. 

Who would have conceived, 200 years 
ago, that harnessing a waterfall to 
power textile mills would lead to the 
greatest industrial society in the .his
tory of mankind? A hundred years ago, 
who would have conceived of the perva
sive role of electricity in everyday life? 
Today, the American economy is at a 
crossroads. The quality jobs our people 
yearn for won't be created through the 
mature industries of the past. We can 
acknowledge that the time has come 
for Government and industry to move 
forward together or accept stagnation 
separately. The choice is clear; let us 
step up to the plate and support H.R. 
820 and make a stand for American 
competitiveness for generations to 
come. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Washington [Ms. DUNN]. 

Ms. DUNN. Mr. Chairman, I am here 
today to speak in opposition to H.R. 
820. This bill costs too much, it 's bad 
policy and it is antireform. 

The voters in my district in Washing
ton State sent me to the Nation's Cap
ital to cut wasteful spending, and re
duce the deficit. Unfortunately, H.R. 
820 does just the opposite. It has the 
Federal Government making market
place decisions and deciding who the 
players will be. This bill actually in
cludes authorizations not requested by 
the administration. Mr. Chairman, no 
matter how you look at it, big Govern
ment-controlled programs are bad for 
business. 

No one will argue the fact that ad
vances in technology will further eco
nomic growth by creating new prod
ucts, services, jobs, and capital. That is 
not the issue here. With economic 
growth comes the ability to compete 
successfully in the global marketplace. 

The strength of our economy is de
rived in great degree from our techno
logical strengths. Our technology de
termines the uniqueness of our prod-

ucts, their quality and efficiency or 
productivity. When technology de
crease, quality and uniqueness also de
crease and we find ourselves with a 
growing negative trade balance. 

But true competitiveness comes from 
taking risks. The nature of free mar
kets is unpredictable and inherently 
involves risk. But with risk come great 
rewards. To promote American busi
ness and encourage new technologies 
we need to provide our businesses, 
large and small, with incentives to suc
ceed-to take risks. We need to give 
them a hand up not a hand out. 

Mr. Chairman, instead of more Gov
ernment, how about a permanent cut 
in the capital gains tax? To me this is 
an essential step to make our compa
nies globally competitive. 

We should be providing incentives for 
individuals to invest in startup compa
nies. Begin to reform the tort system, 
starting with clamping down on frivo
lous lawsuits, modernizing the anti
trust laws, and removing unnecessary 
layers of bureaucracy that hinder, not 
help, small businesses. 

Mr. Chairman, to be true to the man
date of the American people to reduce 
the deficit, to cut spending and to bal
ance this Nation 's budget, I urge my 
fellow Members to vote no on H.R. 820. 

Mr. VALENTINE. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. TANNER]. 

Mr. TANNER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
here today to urge support for H.R. 820, 
the National Competitiveness Act of 
1993. 

As a member of the Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology, not to 
mention the Committee on Armed 
Services, I believe we can all see the 
benefits of an aggressive effort to boost 
our competitive position in the global 
marketplace. 

It seems to me in the 4112 years that 
I have been here, this country has done 
a terrific job in militarizing the re
search and development that our Gov
ernment engages in that no one else in 
the free enterprise system can really 
do. We have seen that in the Persian 
Gulf war. We have done a terrific job in 
militarizing research and development. 
We have not done so well commer
cializing our research and development 
and that is exactly what this bill tries 
to do. It tries to make the Government 
an ally of business, not an adversary of 
business. 

The naysayers say that Government 
is an enemy, always an enemy of busi
ness people in this country. It is not. It 
ought to be the ally. We are getting 
our pants wet by people in Japan and 
elsewhere, where the Government is an 
ally of business. So rather than saying 
no, no, no, why do we not try to put 
some of this research and development 
out into the marketplace so .\.merican 
businesses can do well and compete. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge support for 
H.R. 820. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2112 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Kansas [Mrs. MEYERS], the ranking Re
publican on the Committee on Small 
Business. 

D 1850 
Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair

man, I rise in firm opposition to H.R. 
820, the National Competitiveness Act. 
This bill has little to do with increas
ing competitiveness and everything to 
do with the way the Federal Govern
ment impedes the ability of small busi
nesses to thrive, innovate, and com
pete. While H.R. 820 will increase tech
nology funding by $764 million, the 
Federal Government will be choosing 
which industries should receive assist
ance, to the exclusion of others. Fur
thermore, the bill establishes numer
ous parallel structures, duplicating 
Federal programs which already exist. 
I believe these steps will be counter
producti ve to the goal of increasing 
American competitiveness. 

Over the years we have created over
whelming barriers to small business in 
the form of stifling Federal regulation. 
Instead of lightening their regulatory 
burden, our proposed solution to help 
make them more competitive is to ex
pend Federal funds to develop certain 
new technologies in predetermined in
dustries. Small businesses would gladly 
invest in new manufacturing processes 
and technologies if Congress would not 
weigh them down with unproductive 
legislation and regulation. Business 
owners don' t necessarily need the di
rective of a Federal industrial policy to 
help find solutions to our manufactur
ing productivity. They just need the 
freedom to develop their own· ideas and 
initiatives and compete in the market
place. 

One example of the parallel structure 
problem in H.R. 820 is the plan to cre
ate government-sponsored venture cap
ital firms for high technology. We are 
duplicating an existing program. 

The Small Business Investment Com
pany Program [SBIC], a successful en
terprise under the supervision of the 
Small Business Administration, has 
over 300 institutions under its super
vision, including one in my hometown 
of Overland Park. Why do the pro
ponents of H.R. 820 propose beginning 
the same program with an extremely 
narrow investment view in the Com
merce Department? Participants in the 
existing SBIC program will invest in 
high technology, when it makes sense. 
Cray Computer is a prime example of 
this program's success in the area of 
high technology. The National Com
petitiveness Act would spend $70 mil
lion in 1995 .for a duplicative program 
to help a very small segment of the 
economy. That is more than twice the 
amount authorized for the SBIC pro
gram, which serves all small busi
nesses. 

Mr. Chairman, if we want to encour
age investment in small high tech-
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nology companies, we should focus on 
the underlying causes to the credit 
crunch, or lack of capital, for new com
panies and new technologies. The 
Comptroller of the Currency testified 
before the Small Business Committee 
last week and showed us a stack of reg
ulations a foot high that his agency 
imposes on banks. These regulations 
stem from congressional mandates, and 
his office is only one of several bank 
regulators. 

Mr. Chairman, small business appre
ciates our interest in improving their 
manufacturing skills and technology, 
but they want less government, not 
more. If we truly want to help let's re
move the barriers and create incen
tives, not create more expensive, dupli
cative programs which selectively help 
certain industries and will ultimately 
increase the tax burden on small busi
ness, further inhibiting their ability to 
compete. 

Mr. VALENTINE. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1% minutes to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. MCHALE]. 

Mr. MCHALE. Mr. Chairman, as a 
member of both the subcommittee and 
the committee that thoughtfully con
sidered this legislation, I rise in strong 
support of H.R. 820. In my view, Mr. 
Chairman, for the past two decades we 
have been far too passive in accepting 
the decline of America's manufactur
ing base. I have witnessed that decline 
in my own congressional district as it 
has dramatically and adversely af
fected the steel, trucking, and cement 
industries. The United States has pro
vided for the defense of the free world 
throughout most of the last four dec
ades while our competitors have wisely 
invested in civilian research and devel
opment. In my view, Mr. Chairman, the 
time has come for a new era of public
pri vate partnership where the role of 
the Federal and State governments 
should be to assist privately owned 
American companies in developing and 
applying new technology, technologies 
which will allow them to better com
pete successfully in the international 
marketplace. Fortunately, thanks to 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. VALENTINE] and the gentleman 
from California [Mr. BROWN] title II of 
the bill now builds very successfully on 
existing State programs. 

I have heard many of the arguments 
in opposition to this legislation before. 
Ten years ago I assisted a Republican 
Governor of Pennsylvania as he en
acted a very similar program within 
our own jurisdiction. Fortunately we 
overcame those arguments. The net re
sult has been the creation of 200 new 
companies in Pennsylvania. Within my 
own congressional district we have es
tablished 166 new companies through 
the Ben Franklin Partnership. 

This is not a substitute for private 
investment. It is an investment in the 
future. H.R. 820 will establish a public
private partnership which will signifi-

cantly encourage the investment in 
high technology research and develop
ment, commercialize existing tech
nology and venture capital. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, we, as a 
nation, need not stand idly by as Amer
ica's manufacturing base continues to 
erode. Instead we can enact public pol
icy which will encourage the creation 
of new technology, new companies and 
new jobs in the private sector. 

I, therefore, Mr. Chairman, urge an 
affirmative vote on H.R. 820. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. ROHRABACHER]. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, 
this House meets to consider a bill that 
has as it's title the National Competi
tiveness Act, the right idea, the wrong 
bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I am a member of the 
Science Committee subcommittee that 
originated this bill, and let me, before 
going into the analysis, compliment 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
BROWN] and the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. VALENTINE. I think 
Chairman VALENTINE and Chairman 
BROWN have been very fair and hard
working in preparing this bill. We have 
had differences of opinion, but they are 
honest differences of opinion, and, as a 
member of the subcommittee that put 
the bill together, we heard hundreds of 
hours of testimony on what the Gov
ernment should do to improve Ameri
ca's competitiveness. Again and again, 
the same answer came back from the 
witnesses. Do not institute a massive 
Government program to fund and help 
technological endeavors; instead, im
prove this country's business climate. 
Remove the taxes, regulations, and 
mandates that make us noncompeti
tive! 

Mr. Chairman, this is the crux, the 
very essence of the difference of opin
ion on this bill. On our side we say im
prove America's competitiveness and 
technological prowess; the steps that 
should be taken to strengthen the en
gines of enterprise-reforming liability 
laws; lowering the capital gains tax; 
and reforming antitrust laws to remove 
barriers to cooperative endeavors 
among our high-tech companies. 

The other party's answer, however, is 
to fund and subsidize selected business 
enterprises-basically welfare for se
lected technological firms. It is a tech
nology entitlement program. I oppose 
it and I will not be voting for it. I urge 
my colleagues to vote against it. 

Mr. Chairman, let me cite an exam
ple of what we in Congress could do to 
help American competitiveness in a 
real way, rather than the passage of 
this Federal spending and intervention 
bill. We could pass fundamental liabil
ity reform. Our high-technology entre
preneurs are begging for that. 

A tangible example of how that can 
help: At the beginning of the 1980's, the 
United States had a healthy general 

aviation industry, building about 18,000 
small piston-engine-powered airplanes. 
Now, Mr. Chairman, no American com
pany has built a small piston-engine 
airplane in years. If you want a new 
small plane, you will have to buy one 
from companies in France. 

This is a direct result of insane li
ability laws. They have murdered a 
whole industry while enriching law
yers. 

I ask you, is this being competitive? 
This does not even make any sense. We 
ignore this monstrous weight around 
our entrepreneurs and businessmen 
while setting in place new loan pro
grams. 

And how about antitrust rules that 
prevent our high-technology companies 
from cooperating to beat their foreign 
competition? I also ask you, Is there 
anything in H.R. 820 that would help to 
alleviate this fundamental competitive 
disadvantage? The answer is no. There 
is not. 

We could add to America's competi
tiveness and correct the problems 
plaguing our industries without adding 
1 cent to the deficit. It is called reform. 
Instead of shoveling money and busi
ness as usual. 

As I said, this is the crux of the dif
ference of opinion we have with the 
folks who support this bill. We wish to 
fundamentally improve America's abil
ity to compete. Unfortunately, all H.R. 
820 will do is to put a few American 
companies on the dole, hook them on 
Federal money, and run up the deficit. 

Mr. Chairman, this is not the right 
bill and it should be opposed. A true 
partnership is not what we are looking 
for. We are looking for enhancing com
petitiveness. 

Mr. VALENTINE. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield l1/2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. JOHNSON]. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Chair
man, I, too, would like to commend the 
committee and subcommittee chair
men and the other members of the 
committee for their work in getting 
this bill to the floor. 

As an original cosponsor of the Na
tional Competitiveness Act of 1993, I 
rise in support of H.R. 820. This meas
ure will make a major contribution to
ward restoring the manufacturing base 
in this country to world class competi
tive standards. It will facilitate the 
transfer of 21st century technologies to 
small- and medium-sized businesses, 
which provide most of the new jobs in 
this country. And, finally, it will en
hance the private/public partnership in 
sharing the risks and costs of develop
ing critical new technologies. 

An important purpose of H.R. 820 is 
set out in the provisions which allow 
universities to more effectively use 
their multidisciplinary capabilities to 
develop and transfer new technologies 
to small business. 

The State of Georgia has long been 
active in the promotion of cooperative 
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efforts between universities and manu
facturers. Centers operated through 
the University of Georgia, the Medical 
College of Georgia, Georgia Tech, and 
other institutions provide a variety of 
technical and advisory services to pri
vate firms. 

One example of the effectiveness of 
these programs is Medical Safety Tech
nologies, Inc., a private firm in Athens, 
GA, which has successfully developed a 
device to destroy hypodermic needles. 
This technology not only has tremen
dous new job potential, but it also ad
dresses a major environmental and 
health risk problem. Two universities 
helped make this possible. The Ad
vanced Technology Development Cen
ter of Georgia Tech provided the engi
neering for developing the prototype, 
and the University of Georgia Depart
ment of Medical Microbiology tested 
its effectiveness in destroying bacteria. 

Mr. Chairman, I support collabo
rative efforts such as these between 
our universities and private entre
preneurs to move our economy into the 
next century. This bill enormously 
strengthens this type of public/private 
partnership. H.R. 820 will improve our 
universities, improve education, and 
improve the competitiveness of U.S. 
manufacturers by bringing together 
our best minds to meet the new chal
lenges of the world economy. I urge my 
colleagues to vote for final passage. 

D 1900 
Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, how 

much time does each side have remain
ing? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] has 11 
minutes remaining, and the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. VALENTINE] 
has 121/2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2112 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the gentleman for yield
ing. 

Mr. Chairman, it would be my opin
ion that this bill costs too much and it 
is dangerous public policy. H.R. 820 in
cludes authorizations not requested 
and actually opposed by the adminis
tration. By 1995 it would authorize, and 
listen to this, a 158-percent increase 
over the current funding level of $388 
million. 

Essentially all of the funding in this 
bill comes from function 370. The Presi
dent and Congress in its budget resolu
tion reduced function 370 spending by 
$100 million. Yet this bill alone in
creases its share of function 370 spend
ing by $152 million. This program in
creases its share of function 370 spend
ing from 16 to 30 percent in just 2 
years. No one has answered the ques
tion of what programs are going to be 
cut in order to start up another new 
Federal money lending program. 

Allow me to explain why H.R. 820 is 
also bad public policy. This bill has the 

Federal Government picking and 
choosing specific products that will be 
subsidized for development, yet puts 
the Government in the venture capital 
banking business, and it requires that 
socially disadvantaged segments of so
ciety receive preferential treatment. 

In my State of Michigan during the 
1980's we initiated a similar plan. It 
was called the strategic fund. Govern
ment picked specific businesses, groups 
of people, and products to assist and 
promote with State loan moneys. 

The goal, like that of H.R. 820, had 
merit. But after 8 years of loan de
faults and products that were being 
promoted, being rejected by consumers, 
Michigan abandoned the program. 
Michigan realized that the way to give 
incentives for business growth was not 
to pick and choose, but to reduce the 
cost of doing business and let the mar
ket system work. 

That program was a failure in Michi
gan then, and it is not sound policy di
rection for our Federal Government to 
take now. 

Mr. Chairman, why are we taking a 
national planning approach and not al
lowing the free market system to 
reign? Would not a more productive 
Government policy be to reduce defi
cits, freeing up investment moneys, 
providing tax incentives, and reforming 
antitrust laws? Business growth and 
job expansion has got to be our prior
ities, and this bill does not accomplish 
that goal. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to vote against the bill. 

Mr. VALENTINE. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute and 15 seconds to the 
gentlewoman from California [Ms. 
ESHOO]. 

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Chairman, I am 
proud to rise in support of H.R. 820. 

This bill is crucial to our economic 
recovery, and deserves the best input 
that we all can offer. 

This bill does not simply throw 
money at a problem and hope that it 
will go away. It provides the most 
basic product of Government: leader
ship. 

H.R. 820 is a clear manifestation of 
the change in policy and leadership 
that the people of this country voted 
for last November. It encompasses 
long-term far-reaching programs, tar
geted at reinvigorating the manufac
turers of the country, and creates a 
partnership to help bring them into the 
next century with the technology and 
tools of the high-tech era necessary to 
compete in the world market. 

Manufacturing accounts for 30 per
cent of the economy of Japan and Ger
many, our chief competitors, but only 
18 percent of our GDP. Moreover, we 
have been losing jobs in this sector for 
over a decade, going from 22 million 
manufacturing jobs in 1982 to 19 mil
lion jobs in 1990. This slide, unchecked, 
threatens the very core of our eco
nomic strength. 

H.R. 820 provides loans, training, and 
technical assistance to those small
and medium-sized businesses that can
not afford to track the latest and best 
in technology. And since these smaller 
businesses comprise over 85 percent of 
the manufacturing base, they are in
valuable, not only to the economic 
health of my home, the 14th District of 
California, known as Silicon Valley, 
but for our entire country. This bill 
contains the technology policy of the 
administration, which was unveiled by 
the President and Vice President in my 
district. 

With this bill, we have finally started 
looking at practical solutions rather 
than mere rhetoric. I congratulate Mr. 
BROWN, the chairman of the Science, 
Space, and Technology Committee of 
which I am a member, and Mr. VALEN
TINE for bringing this fine bill to the 
House. 

I am proud to be a part of this effort 
to bring to all our companies the best 
ideas and technology our country has 
to offer, and urge my colleagues to join 
me in supporting H.R. 820. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Ten
nessee [Mr. DUNCAN]. 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time, and I rise in opposition to this 
bill. 

Mr. Chairman, every bill has a won
derful title. Every bill sounds good on 
the surface, and this bill is certainly no 
exception to that. But this bill author
izes an increase in spending of 158 per
cent over the next 2 years, and we are 
not dealing with any small change 
here. We are talking about 
$1,500,000,000. Actually more than that. 

Our national debt is already over $4 
trillion. Even worse than that, if some
thing could be worse, we are losing al
most $1 billion a day on top of that 
every day. Almost every leading econo
mist tells us this is like choking the 
neck of our economy, this national 
debt, these tremendous deficits. We are 
really hurting the poor and working 
people of this country by the fiscal ir
responsibility of this Congress, and 
this bill is a perfect example of that. 

If we gave every department and 
every agency this great of an increase, 
we would cause this country to crash 
economically. The people want us to 
balance the budget. They do not want 
us to continue business as usual. I urge 
my colleagues to defeat this bill. 

Mr. VALENTINE. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. LIPIN
SKI]. 

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
strong support of H.R. 820, the National Com
petitiveness Act. For years, I have been a 
staunch advocate of this type of legislation 
which broadens Federal involvement in the 
development of our critical civilian technology. 

This act provides funds to U.S. companies 
wishing to upgrade their manufacturing tech-
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nology and establishes a nationwide network 
of outreach centers to help private firms de
velop and adopt advanced manufacturing 
technologies. 

The development of efficient industrial tech
nology is essential if we want to create jobs in 
this country. H.R. 820 represents vital invest
ment in our technological capability and there
fore the success of our 21st century tech
nology base. This kind of active investment in 
technology will improve the ability of U.S. 
manufacturers to compete in global markets. 
· America's position in the international mar
ket has been slipping now for decades. For 
the past 20 years, our economic competitors 
have made great strides in developing and ap
plying technology for civilian industries to 
where the United States is no longer the un
matched scientific superpower it once was. 
This decline concerns all of us. Millions of jobs 
are tied to America's manufacturing industries. 
When these industries suffer, American work
ers suffer. 

I recognize that the Government cannot by 
itself reverse the industrial decline facing 
America, but I believe it must play a more ac
tive role in protecting the welfare of American 
industry. Businesses need the support of Gov
ernment to compete fairly and effectively in 
the international arena where foreign Govern
ments are backing their own industries. 

We must not step aside and watch foreign 
firms continue to take over our markets and 
endanger our industrial base and national se
curity. Without increased Federal commitment 
to civilian research and development, our in
dustrial base will continue to dwindle; a strong 
technological base is vital to our future eco
nomic growth and the future health of our Na
tion. I urge my colleagues to support this im
portant and long overdue legislation. 

Mr. VALENTINE. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1112 minutes to the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. MINGE]. 

Mr. MINGE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I stand before you 
today in favor of H.R. 820, the National 
Competitiveness Act of 1993. In the 
Second District of Minnesota, numer
ous small and medium sized high tech
nology businesses are thriving and 
growing. H.R. 820 would help them ex
pand to compete in the world market. 

Mr. Chairman, besides providing 
funds for investment in new tech
nology, this bill will establish a nation
wide network of outreach centers to 
develop advanced manufacturing. 

I created a technology sounding 
board to serve as an advisory commit
tee. It is made up of companies in my 
district. Representatives come from 
Hutchinson Technology, Montevideo 
Technology, MTS Systems Corp., the 
University of Minnesota, and 3M. They 
are dedicated to technology advance
ment and economic growth. 

Mr. Chairman, the members of the 
sounding board are interested in the 
American work force quality partner
ships that are set up in this act. It en
courages companies to train their em
ployees in technology, industrial man
agement, and total quality manage
ment through matching funds. 

Mr. Chairman, I encourage my col
leagues to vote for H.R. 820, the Na
tional Competitiveness Act of 1993. I 
am hopeful that other committees in 
Congress will take up where this bill 
leaves off. We need to work to reduce 
unnecessary regulation, relax antitrust 
laws, reform tort laws, and revise tax 
laws, all to further economic develop
ment. However, these goals are not mu
tually exclusive to this bill. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ar
kansas [Mr. HUTCHINSON]. 

D 1910 
Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 

thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

Mr. Chairman, at a time when the ad
ministration, the American people, and 
Members on both sides of the aisle in 
both Houses are at least talking about 
cutting the national debt, it seems 
ironic that we would now be consider
ing the National Competitiveness Act. 
This bill would make for bad public 
policy; be counterproductive to reform; 
and cost too much. 

H.R. 820 will add another $1.5 billion 
to the deficit for programs with sus
piciously little economic value. 

Some have said that this bill is a 
technology package. Unfortunately, 
this is not accurate. In fact, this bill 
goes beyond and costs even more than 
the President has requested. That is 
why the Commerce Department has in
dicated grave concerns about a number 
of provisions in the bill. 

There is no evidence that H.R. 820 
will alleviate the production and mar
keting difficulties faced by America's 
technological industries, as some have 
claimed. And, Mr. Chairman, more of 
the same medicine rarely cures one's 
ills. 

To promote American technological 
business at home and abroad, we 
should enact legislation to liberate 
them from the evergrowing regulatory 
and bankrupting demands of the Fed
eral Government. 

Far from being the technology pack
age it is being sold as, H.R. 820 will 
only thrust the Federal Government 
into areas best left to the private sec
tor. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
H.R. 820. 

Mr. VALENTINE. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield P/2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. OLVER]. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from North Carolina for 
yielding time to me. 

I rise today in strong support of H.R. 
820, the National Competitiveness Act 
of 1993. I spoke on behalf of similar leg
islation in this Chamber last year, and 
I am particularly pleased to be able to 
speak again this year. The importance 
of increasing our industrial competi
tiveness, and the problems of our erod
ing manufacturing base have not less-

ened any over the past year. We have a 
jobless recovery which is not putting 
people back to work in high wage jobs. 
Every day we have companies announc
ing layoffs, or plans to move jobs out of 
this country. 

But one thing that has changed is the 
occupant of the White House. President 
Clinton came into office with a man
date to find ways to ensure that our 
manufacturers, our economy, and our 
standard of living remain the best in 
the world. He articulated the need for a 
national strategy to support and pro
mote high wage jobs in this country. 
The American people understand the 
need for such a strategy, and I think 
they elected President Clinton in large 
because of his vision for improving our 
economy. The National Competitive
ness Act represents that strategy and 
it represents our best chance for 
strengthening our economy into the 
21st century. 

So, I want to emphasize the impor
tance of the manufacturing outreach 
provisions of this bill. I am extremely 
pleased that the National Competitive
ness Act strengthens our manufactur
ing outreach, in ways similar to the 
Small Business Manufacturing Exten
sion Act, which I filed again this year. 

This country must learn to do better 
in helping manufacturers, especially 
small ones, get the assistance they 
need across the entire range of produc
tion, from the best manufacturing 
technology, to equipment upgrades and 
financing, to energy efficiency and 
waste reduction, to worker training 
and improved management techniques. 

I would also like to emphasize the 
importance of the training provisions 
of this bill. H.R. 820 helps our workers 
and businesses get the training assist
ance they need. Too often when work
ers are told they should seek job train
ing, the response is, "For what?" It is 
a cruel truth that there are virtually 
no programs which provide training as
sistance to help businesses stay afloat 
in this economy and help workers keep 
their jobs. We help workers once they 
have become unemployed, but how 
much better it would be for the worker, 
the business, and the community if we 
could help the company before it lays 
off employees. The American Work
force Quality Partnerships is a major 
step forward in making that goal a re
ality, and I strongly support those pro
visions as well. 

Too often we in Congress are open to 
the accusation of not seeing beyond the 
next election. I urge my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle to support this 
farsighted effort to keep high wage jobs 
in this country. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas, Mr. SAM JOHNSON. 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, we should all oppose the Na
tional Competitiveness Act of 1993. I 
choked on it because it is that bad. Do 
not be mistaken. 
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I, more than anyone else, would like 

to see a bill come before this body that 
would help put American business back 
in the driver's seat. But H.R. 820 cre
ates all the things that businesses have 
stated they do not need. 

More Government regulation, new 
and duplicative bureaucracies, in
creased national deficit or, to be clear, 
business as usual. 

The type of bill business wan ts is one 
that provides tax incentives, elimi
nates Government regulations, reforms 
laws that are anticompetitive and, at 
the same time, reduces the deficit. 

H.R. 820 also increases the Depart
ment of Commerce funding by over $700 
million. That is an increase of over 158 
percent. 

I thought the American people had 
been very clear. Congress must reduce 
spending, not increase it. 

Included in this 158-percent increase 
are six programs that are not even re
quested by the President's budget. 
Amendments were offered to strike 
these unauthorized funds, but were 
soundly defeated along party lines. The 
President does not want these pro
grams, but for some reason, the Demo
crats believe they are important 
enough to bust the President's budget 
for fiscal 1994. 

Even the Commerce Department is 
opposed to several provisions in this 
bill. General counsel for the Commerce 
Department is quoted as saying, "We 
have grave concerns about a number of 
provisions in this bill" and "these pro
visions will be counterproductive to 
the achievement of the objectives of 
H.R. 820. They may even have unin
tended and serious consequences." 

Vote for American business and for 
the future of America. Vote against 
this bill. 

Mr. VALENTINE. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield P/2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. COYNE]. 

Mr. COYNE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of H.R. 820, the National 
Competitiveness Act of 1993. This legis
lation offers an effective plan to stimu
late investment and to promote the 
commercialization of new technologies 
in the U.S. economy. 

With the support of President Clin
ton, we are now ready to implement a 
workable plan to make America more 
competitive in global markets. The 
payoff from this effort will be to reduce 
an unacceptably high foreign trade def
icit, amounting to $83 billion in 1992. 
This legislation will also stimulate 
greater productivity in the United 
States and serve to accelerate the 
growth of the U.S. economy. 

President Clinton has set a vision for 
the economic growth in the United 
States which calls for our country tak
ing the lead in developing cutting edge 
technologies, especially in the area of 
environmentally sensitive industrial 
applications. The private sector is al
ready moving forward in this arena but 

all too often this effort is fragmented. 
Even worse, existing Federal policies 
can at times hinder the successful de
velopment of our country's techno
logical resources. 

That is why H.R. 820 is so important. 
The National Competitiveness Act pro
vides a starting point for coordinating 
Federal research resources and making 
them more user friendly to the private 
sector. This legislation will not restore 
America's competitive edge overnight, 
but it is a step in the right direction. 

H.R. 820 makes investment in new 
technologies and increased competi
tiveness a Federal priority. This bill 
offers business leaders, entrepreneurs, 
and workers reassurance that the Fed
eral Government is willing to work 
with them to make U.S. industry more 
competitive. It acknowledges the sim
ple fact that there is a part for the 
Federal Government to play in provid
ing incentives for the commercializa
tion of new technologies. 

A key element of this legislation is 
the establishment of a national net
work of advanced manufacturing tech
nology centers and technology exten
sion services. The U.S. Department of 
Commerce would be the lead agency re
sponsible for coordinating this effort at 
spreading the benefits of emerging 
technologies throughout the Nation's 
economy. The diffusion of technology 
will promote the successful integration 
of new manufacturing techniques and 
procedures to businesses seeking to 
compete in a rapidly changing global 
marketplace. 

The National Competitiveness Act 
also increases significantly the Federal 
commitment of resources to the devel
opment of civilian technologies. H.R. 
820 authorizes a total of $1.49 billion for 
the Commerce Department, including 
the national Institute of Standards and 
Technology and the Technology Ad
ministration. It also authorizes $50 
million for the National Science Foun
dation to expand its activities in the 
area of manufacturing technology de
velopment, and to promote manufac
turing engineering education and total 
quality management programs. 

It is imperative that Congress sup
port the efforts of private industry to 
develop the high-technology skills and 
products necessary to compete in the 
21st century. H.R. 820, the National 
Competitiveness Act, does just that. I 
urge my colleagues to support this leg
islation and support efforts to restore 
America's competitive edge in the 
world's economy. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I re
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. VALENTINE. Mr. Chairman, 
could I inquire as to how much time re
mains on our side? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. VALENTINE] 
has 6114 minutes remaining, and the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] has 4 minutes remaining, 
which he has reserved. 

Mr. VALENTINE. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 31/2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. BACCHUS]. 

Mr. BACCHUS of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the gentleman for yield
ing time to me and for his leadership 
and diligence. 

The gentleman from California, 
Chairman BROWN, a few mom en ts ago 
noted that one-third of our economic 
growth in America can be attributed to 
advances in technologies. 

It is also true that two-thirds of our 
productivity increases over the past 
half century can be attributed to ad
vances in technology. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. WALKER] is right, as he often is. 
There are many answers to our chal
lenge of competitiveness. 

One is basic scientific research. An
other is investing in space, and the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] has rightly championed both 
those causes and increased spending on 
both of those causes. 

Another is regulatory relief, and I 
stand here as the prime sponsor in the 
House on the Democratic side of the 
regulatory relief bill for the banking 
industry to end the credit crunch. We 
need to do that and more. 

Another answer is tax relief for busi
ness, and I stand here as someone who 
supports the investment tax credit, a 
permanent research and development 
tax credit, and also real capital gains 
cuts for small business and others. 

Still another is fiscal responsibility, 
and I stand here as a cosponsor of the 
balanced budget amendment, which we 
desperately need. 

I stand here, too, as a Democrat who 
voted for. not only the Democratic 
modified rescission bill last week but 
also the Republican version of the line
i tem veto. 

We need those initiatives. These are 
some of the answers. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] and 
others are right. 

Other answers are in this bill, other 
answers that will help inspire advances 
in technology that will create the con
ditions in which we will have economic 
growth and in which we will have pro
ductivity increases and in which we 
will create jobs. 

D 1920 
What are these radical ideas we are 

offering? Manufacturing outreach, 
manufacturing extension services akin 
to what we have had in agriculture for 
a half century, and expansion of the 
Advanced Technology Program, trans
fer technology programs, allowing the 
National Science Foundation to do en
gineering and manufacturing research 
as well as their traditional activities, 
increasing long-term capital for high
technology businesses, and more. 

These are not radical ideas, these are 
perfectly reasonable ideas. If they are 
so much opposed to the will of business 
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in America, then why has the National 
Association of Manufacturers endorsed 
this bill? Why, too, has the American 
Electronics Association not only en
dorsed this bill, but begged us, vir
tually, to pass something like this bill? 

This is not new spending, but dif
ferent spending in a different direction. 
The moneys that are authorized in this 
bill are precisely the moneys that the 
President recommended and that the 
Cammi ttee on the Budget con
templated in the budget resolution, 
and the spending here is offset by cuts 
in other programs. It is all within the 
overall deficit reduction plan that we 
have enacted as a Congress. 

This is not more government, this is 
a different kind of Government, one 
that helps act as a catalyst in helping 
create conditions conducive to eco
nomic growth. We are not telling busi
ness what to do, we are making it pos
sible for business to do all that it 
wants to do and needs to do. 

This is most certainly not what we 
have had for the past dozen years, a 
Government that ignored the needs of 
American business and American work
ers, a Government that did absolutely 
nothing to help America compete in 
this new world. 

It is time we stopped doing nothing. 
President Clinton has said we need to 
compete and not retreat. Mr. Chair
man, there are 20,000 unemployed peo
ple in my district alone who need the 
kind of initiatives that are in this bill. 
I am voting for it, and I urge each of 
my colleagues to vote for this new di
rection in America. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Mary
land [Mr. BARTLETT]. 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr. 
Chairman, my, how interesting it is, 
that the opiate of feeding at the public 
trough makes strange bedfellows, 
doesn't it. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
H.R. 820, the National Competitiveness 
Act. There are at least two features of 
the act which I feel are destructive to 
competitiveness in this country. One of 
them is the notion that a basic re
search institution like the National 
Science Foundation should become in
volved in things which are just fun
damentally incompatible with basic re
search. It cannot be directed to where 
there will be societal payoff and it 
should not, certainly, be combined 
with manufacturing. 

The notion that the Federal Govern
ment and bureaucrats and politicians 
can make better judgment as to where 
venture capital should be spent is cer
tainly foreign to the vast percentage of 
Americans. It is true that investing 
money will create jobs, but it is not 
true that better jobs will be created by 
investing that money through the Fed
eral Government. 

I urge defeat of this bill, because it is 
a bad bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. VALENTINE] 
has 2% minutes remaining. 

Mr. VALENTINE. Mr. Chairman, I 
assume we have the right to close. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. WALKER] for 3 minutes. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, this 
has been an interesting debate. It 
starts with the premise from the Dem
ocrat side that somehow this country 
is unable to compete in the world, and 
therefore, what it needs is more gov
ernment spending and more govern
ment involvement. 

I would suggest that the evidence is 
just the opposite, that this country has 
the capacity to compete in the world 
and do so very well, and is doing so 
very well. Our automobile industry 
today is the most productive industry 
in the world in terms of its technology, 
in terms of its ability to make cars. 

There are a lot of other problems it 
has with regulations and with expenses 
for pension programs and for heal th 
care and a lot of things like that that 
this bill cannot even get to, but in 
terms of technology they are the most 
productive automobile industry in the 
world. That is true of many other in
dustries in this country as well. 

In fact, when we hear the other side 
of the aisle, hear the Democrats, the 
liberals talking about the fact that 
business wants this bill, we ought to 
listen to what the businessmen have to 
say about it. Let me quote from a few. 

For instance, Mr. Joe Zemke, CEO of 
America's largest manufacturer of IBM 
plug-compatible mainframes. He says: 

As a high technology executive who faces 
the rigors of the market every day, I view 
both the data highway and any subsidy of 
high performance computers as the most re
cent examples of industries lining up to feed 
at the public trough. There may be a few se
lect winners, but the majority, and the tax
payer, lose . 

Mr. Don Valentine, founding venture 
capitalist and director of Apple Com
puter, and this is interesting, what he 
has to say. He says: 

To Washington I say, please do not help us. 
The world of technol0gy is complex, fast
changing, unstructured, and thrives best 
when individuals are left alone to be dif
ferent, creative , and disobedient. Go help the 
Russians. They are a Third World technology 
state. Go help all of the people who know 
how " pork" works and who want to be taken 
care of. But please do not help us. 

Another businessman, Finis Conner, 
founder and CEO of the Silicon Valley's 
leading disk drive maker. He says: 

The development of all technologies and 
products involves risks and rewards . The 
government should not be in the business of 
speculating with taxpayers' money on which 
of those risks will be winners and which will 
be losers. 

Then there is John Adler, CEO of 
Adaptec, a $300 million supplier of com
ponents and software to the personal 
computer industry. He says: 

I am not in favor of increased government 
spending, even if it is called investment and 
even if it is directed toward high technology. 

Then there is Dr. T.J. Rodgers, presi
dent and CEO of Cypress Semiconduc
tor Corp. He says, and he speaks for an 
awful lot of businessmen out across the 
country when he says: 

I do not want handouts. The men and 
women of our company do not want hand
outs. If Congress wants to help American 
high technology, handouts are the wrong 
way to go, especially if they are funded with 
huge tax increases on individuals and cor
porations. 

Understand, that is what this is all 
about. The gentleman from Florida 
told us this is part of the President's 
deficit reduction package, and indeed, 
it is. The President's deficit reduction 
package involves $300 billion of new 
taxation. This $1.5 billion is being paid 
for by big new taxes. This is not sav
ings from someplace, this is a tax pro
gram designed to increase spending by 
158 percent in 2 years. We cannot afford 
it. Vote "no." 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] has expired. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. VALENTINE] 
to close debate. 

Mr. VALENTINE. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, here again we have 
seen two different and extreme views 
presented on the floor of the House 
with respect to what is reaily a very 
modest attempt to address a very, very 
serious national problem. 

First of all, I would like to, in the 
time remaining, the short time remain
ing, clarify statements that have been 
made with respect to the attitude of 
the Department of Commerce toward 
this legislation. 

I hold in my hand the letter from the 
Secretary of Commerce, Mr. Ron 
Brown, which bears the date of April 
27, just a few days ago, addressed to 
Chairman GEORGE BROWN. He says, 
among other things, that: 

I believe, as you do, that the initiatives set 
forth in H.R. 820 will ensure that the United 
States is second to no other nation in the de
velopment, adoption , and use of modern and 
advanced manufacturing technology. 

This is an effort, Mr. Chairman, as 
many have pointed out, to provide for 
American industry something ap
proaching the Extension Service, which 
was one of the greatest contributors to 
the welfare of agricultural people in 
the United States over the last 50 or 60 
years. 

It is an effort on the part of the Com
mittee on Science, Space, and Tech
nology, joined in by a new and vigorous 
administration, to redirect priorities 
in this country, to concentrate on a co
operative effort among American in
dustry, America's leading colleges and 
universities, its businesses, its indus
tries, and its other institutions of high-
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er learning to concentrate on teaching 
Americans what they need to compete, 
and that involves the type of programs 
that are set forth in the legislation. 

0 1930 

It is in no way a vehicle which does 
damage to our efforts to reduce the def
icit. This is an authorization bill. It 
will be up to the appropriators to make 
choices. 

I could name to the chairman many 
different places that I think this 
money could come from, not the least 
of which is money that the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania has supported to go 
overseas in foreign aid. We could re
duce foreign aid just a little bit and 
have sufficient money to cover the pro
gram. 

Mrs. MOREtLA. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup
port of the National Competitiveness Act. 

In addition to investing in civilian research 
and development, to making technology ac
cessible to small- and medium-size busi
nesses, to energizing our manufacturing in
dustry, and to encouraging growth and innova
tion among technology firms, this bill also pro
vides a multiyear authorization through fiscal 
year 1995 for the National Institute of Stand
ards and Technology [NIST]. 

Mr. Chairman, I am very proud to represent 
the National Institute of Standards and Tech
nology [NIST] in my district. NIST is our Na
tion's only Federal laboratory explicitly 
charged in its mission to enhance the competi
tiveness of American industry. 

The National Competitiveness Act provides 
funding for NIST intramural and extramural 
programs crucial to our Nation's industry and 
manufacturing. These programs include inter
national standardization, material sciences and 
engineering, manufacturing technology and 
extension centers, the advanced technology 
program, critical technologies development, 
and the Malcolm Baldrige Awards, among oth
ers. 

In addition, the bill authorizes $62 million in 
fiscal year 1994 and $106 million in fiscal year 
1995 for the modernization of NIST facilities. 

Without this continued funding for renova
tion and modernization, due to the rapidly de
teriorating physical condition of NIST labora
tory facilities, the Institute may not be able to 
meet its critical mission to bolster our Nation's 
competitiveness. 

The deterioration of NIST facilities is already 
making it impossible for the Institute to provide 
some United States manufacturers with serv
ices on a par with our Japanese and Euro
pean competitors. 

The United States simply cannot afford to 
let NIST drift into second-rate status. The ab
solute urgency of moving forward with the 10-
year NIST facilities improvement plan cannot 
be overstated. 

A delay in schedule will only increase the 
total cost and efficiency of the upgrade and 
modernization. It will continue to prolong seri
ous deficiencies in NIST's ability to meet criti
cal needs of industry for state-of-the-art meas
urement, standards, and calibration needs. 

While I clearly understand the concerns of 
my fellow colleagues regarding increased 
spending in these budget austere times, I be-

lieve this bill will assist our Nation in regaining 
our prominent role in the global marketplace. 
This bill represents a substantive first step in 
furthering our Nation's ability to compete in the 
global marketplace. I look forward to continue 
working on methods to bolster our inter
national competitiveness. 

I would like to thank our committee chair
man, Mr. BROWN, and subcommittee chair
man, Mr. VALENTINE, for their diligent work. 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
strong support of H.R. 820, the National Com
petitiveness Act. I congratulate my colleagues, 
Chairman BROWN and Chairman VALENTINE 
who have worked so long and hard on this im
portant legislation, which may finally become 
law. 

I also am proud to be an original cosponsor 
of this important legislation, and I am espe
cially pleased that the package includes a bill 
that I introduced in the 1 02d Congress to cre
ate a civilian technology loan program. 

Mr. Chairman, during the last 20 years, 
other nations have been revising what their 
economic futures will hold. 

Here in the United States, however, we 
have resisted the emerging economic realities. 
Over time, we saw our manufacturing base 
erode, whole industries disappear, and respect 
for American enterprises decline. 

Mr. Chairman, we now need to get back to 
work building this country. 

Our cold war definition of national security 
has been overtaken by different definition of 
national survival. America's security and pros
perity now depend upon our ability to compete 
in the world marketplace. 

That is why the Clinton administration is 
supportive of the National Competitiveness 
Act. 

The National Competitiveness Act of 1993 
fulfills many of the goals supported by Presi
dent Clinton in his technology package, which 
he released last February in Silicon Valley. 

Among many other things, the bill contains 
enhanced support for the Advanced Tech
nology Program and for Manufacturing Out
reach Centers, which will provide the help 
needed by small- and medium-sized compa
nies vital to the infrastructure of the U.S. elec
tronics industry. 

The bill will also address the problem of a 
lack of patient, low-cost capital available to 
U.S. high-technology companies, by providing 
loans and venture capital through the Civilian 
Technology Loan Program and the Civilian 
Technology Development Program, respec
tively. 

In short, Mr. Chairman, the American Tech
nology Preeminence Act includes many basic 
initiatives of a comprehensive technology pol
icy that will help American firms compete. 

During his inaugural speech President Clin
ton said, "There is nothing wrong with Amer
ica that cannot be cured by what is right with 
America." 

I believe this to be true. 
Our new administration realizes that Amer

ica must redefine the relationship between 
Government and industry to produce new 
technology and jobs as old ones are phased 
out. 

With leadership in the White House and ar
ticulate policy measures such as the National 
Competitiveness Act in the Congress, we can 

get a jump on the 21st century, by making 
technological leadership a national priority. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
v ALENTINE] has expired. 

Mr. VALENTINE. Mr. Chairman, I 
move that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker pro tempore (Ms. BROWN of 
Florida) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
LANCASTER, Chairman of the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union, reported that that Commit
tee, having had under consideration 
the bill (H.R. 820) to amend the Steven
son-Wydler Technology Innovation Act 
of 1980, to enhance manufacturing tech
nology development and transfer, to 
authorize appropriations for the Tech
nology Administration of the Depart
ment of Commerce, including the Na
tional Institute of Standards and Tech
nology, and for other purposes, had 
come to no resolution thereon. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 

A message in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States was commu
nicated to the House by Mr. Edwin 
Thomas, one of his secretaries. 

NATIONAL SERVICE TRUST ACT 
OF 1993 AND STUDENT LOAN RE
FORM ACT OF 1993--MESSAGE 
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE 
UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO. 
103-82) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be
fore the House the following message 
from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, together 
with the accompanying papers, without 
objection, referred to the Committee 
on Education and Labor, the Commit
tee on Ways and Means, the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service, and 
the Committee on the Judiciary, and 
ordered to be printed: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
I am pleased to transmit today for 

your immediate consideration and en
actment the "National Service Trust 
Act of 1993" and the "Student Loan Re
form Act of 1993." These Acts represent 
innovative public policy founded on 
traditional American values: offering 
educational opportunity, rewarding 
personal responsibility, and building 
the American community. In affirming 
the.se values, the Acts reject wasteful 
bureaucracy-instead reinventing gov
ernment to unleash the ideas and ini
tiative of the American people. Also 
transmitted is a section-by-section 
analysis. 

Throughout the Presidential cam
paign last year, Americans of all back
grounds and political persuasions re
sponded to national service like few 
other ideas. The reasons are clear. 
Higher education is fundamental to the 
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American Dream, but complex proce
dures and inflexible repayment plans 
have created serious problems for 
many students with education loans to 
pay back. Defaults are too high today
and taxpayers are left to foot the bill. 
Americans are yearning to reaffirm an 
American community that transcends 
race, region, or religion-and to tackle 
the problems that threaten our shared 
future. 

The two Acts are designed to meet 
these basic American needs. The Na
tional Service Trust Act of 1993 estab
lishes a domestic Peace Corps, offering 
hundreds of thousands of young people 
the opportunity to pay for school by 
doing work our country needs. The 
Student Loan Reform Act of 1993 over
hauls the student loan system. 
Through a one-stop direct student loan 
program, the Act will save taxpayers 
billions of dollars, lower interest rates 
for students, and simplify the financial 
aid system. And through new EXCEL 
Accounts and other repayment options, 
the Act will offer borrowers greater 
choice and lower monthly payments 
while reducing the chance of defaults. 

The National Service Trust Act of 
1993 establishes a definition of national 
service that is clear but broad. Na
tional service is work that addresses 
unmet . educational, environmental, 
human, or public safety needs. It en
riches the lives of those who serve, in
stilling the ethic of civic responsibility 
that is essential to our democracy. And 
national service does not displace or 
duplicate the functions of existing 
workers. 

Building on the National and Com
munity Service Act of 1990 and the 
flourishing community service pro
grams of nonprofit organizations and 
States, the initiative rejects bureauc
racy in favor of locally driven pro
grams. In the spirit of reinventing gov
ernment, the Act will empower those 
with the greatest expertise and incen
tives to make national service work. 

The Act enables citizens of all back
grounds to serve and use their edu
cational awards where they see fit. 
While many participants will be recent 
college graduates, Americans will be 
eligible to enter the program at any 
time in their adult lives. Both full
time and part-time service will be en
couraged. And whatever their edu
cational level, those who complete a 
term of service will receive an award of 
$5,000. The award will be payable to
ward past, present, or future edu
cational expenses in 4- and 2-year col
leges, training programs, and graduate 
and professional schools. 

The Act demands that programs 
meet tough guidelines for excellence 
and requires measurable performance 
goals and independent evaluations. 
Within these limits, however, the Act 
enables the people who run programs 
to design them. The smallest commu
nity-based organizations and largest 

Federal agencies will be able to com
pete for funding. A variety of program 
models will be eligible, ranging from 
youth corps that enable at-risk youth 
to meet community needs, to 
preprofessional programs that give col
lege students ROTC-like training and 
then placements in specific problem 
areas, to diverse community corps that 
involve Americans of all backgrounds 
in meeting common goals. 

With the economic market as a 
model, there is competition at every 
level of the system: programs compete 
for State approval, States compete for 
Federal approval, and programs at the 
national level compete against each 
other and States for Federal approval. 
To build public/private partnerships 
that earn support far beyond govern
ment, the Act requires programs to 
make a cash match and to increase 
nongovernment support as time passes. 

The Act is designed to reduce waste 
and promote an entrepreneurial gov
ernment culture. The Act establishes a 
new Government Corporation for Na
tional Service that combines two exist
ing independent agencies, the Commis
sion on National and Community Serv
ice and ACTION. With flexible person
nel policies and a small, bipartisan 
Board sharing power with a Chair
person, the Corporation will operate as 
much like a lean nonprofit corporation 
as a Government agency. 

The State level will mirror the Fed
eral level and build a strong partner
ship between the two. Bipartisan State 
commissions on national service will 
be responsible for selecting programs 
to be funded by States. To ensure genu
ine Federal/State cooperation, a rep
resentative of the Corporation will sit 
on State commissions and a represent
ative of the States on the Corporation 
Board. 

The National Service Trust Act of 
1993 encourages Americans to join to
gether and serve our country-at all 
ages and in all forms. The Act en
hances the Serve-America program for 
school-age youth; extends and im
proves the VISTA and Older Americans 
Volunteer Programs authorized under 
the Domestic Volunteer Service Act; 
supports the Civilian Community Corps 
and Points of Light Foundation; and 
pulls these efforts under the new Cor
poration. The Act will help instill an 
ethic of service in elementary and sec
ondary school students, encourage 
them to serve in their college years, 
and give them further opportunities 
later in their lives. 

The Student Loan Reform Act of 1993 
will take an important first step to
ward comprehensive reform of the stu
dent loan system. It saves money, 
makes loan repayment more afford
able, and holds students more account
able. The measures in no way replace 
the Pell Grant program, which will re
main the cornerstone of financial aid 
for millions of students. 

The Student Loan Reform Act of 1993 
replaces the current Federal Family 
Education Loan program with the Fed
eral Direct Student Loan Program over 
a 4-year period. By eliminating sub
sidies to private lenders and making 
loans directly to students, direct lend
ing will save taxpayers $4.3 billion 
through Fiscal Year 1998 and still allow 
interest rates to drop for student bor
rowers. Many schools will make loans 
directly to students on campus, though 
none will be forced to do so. In addi
tion, no institution will service or col
lect loans. This reform simplifies the 
system for many students, enabling 
most to receive all their aid through 
"one-stop shopping" at their institu
tions' financial aid offices. 

The lending reform expands choice 
and reduces burdens for all student 
borrowers by offering a variety of re
payment plans-including fixed, ex
tended, graduated, and income-contin
gent schedules. In the same way that 
multiple financing options help home
owners, these plans offer real choice to 
all and lower monthly payments to 
those who want them. Income-contin
gent repayments-through the new 
EXCEL Accounts-also encourage serv
ice by students who do not participate 
in service under the National Service 
Trust Act. With more manageable 
monthly payments, more students will 
be able to take jobs that pay less but 
do more for their communities, with
out risking default. And whatever plan 
they first choose, students will be able 
to change their repayment schedule as 
their circumstances change. 

The Student Loan Reform Act of 1993 
will also reduce default rates. By elect
ing income-contingent repayment 
schedules, students with lower incomes 
will be able to repay their loans on a 
manageable plan, without defaulting. 
Through cooperation with the IRS, the 
Act will improve collection and mon
itoring of student loans. And for those 
who are able to pay but do not, the Act 
will give the Secretary of Education 
authority to require payment on an in
come-contingent basis. 

Opportunity, responsibility, and com
munity go beyond politics. They are 
basic American ideals. Enactment of 
these two Acts will express the 
Nations's commitment to these ideals 
and to our shared future. I urge the 
Congress to give the legislation prompt 
and favorable consideration. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 5, 1993. 

OPPOSE THE BTU TAX 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. KIM], is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. KIM. Madam Speaker, I am here 
today to speak on the proposed energy 
tax, referred to as the Btu tax. 
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This tax will seriously harm competi

tion for American manufacturing busi
nesses in the global market. 

From a statement by the National 
Association of Manufacturers, it is 
clear that the Btu tax would unilater
ally increase the cost of U.S. produced 
goods. Our products would become 
much less competitive in the world 
market. 

Anyone can see that this will further 
add to our trade deficit and job losses 
in America. 

I have to ask myself, why does this 
administration keep coming to this 
House for more and more tax in
creases? 

My phones in my district run off the 
hook every time the President suggests 
a new tax. 

The eyes of the people are open. They 
know they are already taxed too much. 
They understand that every new tax 
adds to the deficit. They know that 
these new taxes will not be used to re
duce the deficit, instead they will be 
spent on new wasteful spending pro
grams. 

When will we ever end this vicious 
cycle of tax and spend, tax and spend, 
tax and spend? When will this Congress 
actually vote to eliminate Government 
waste and for real spending cuts? 

This Btu tax makes a mockery of all 
the promises this President made dur
ing his campaign. He promised to stim
ulate small business. He promised 
never to put a new tax burden on mid
dle-income Americans. 

He promised to cut the deficit. Now 
we face the reality of the new adminis
tration. The mega-deficit will grow 
under current policies. 

The American people are being lami
nated with tax increases, Social Secu
rity tax increases, income tax in
creases, corporate tax increases, excise 
tax increases, value added taxes. Now, 
the Btu tax. And we can only speculate 
on the cost of the coming health plan 
tax. 

This economy cannot absorb all these 
new taxes. The American taxpayer can
not afford all these new taxes. No Na
tion has ever taxed its way into pros
perity. 

How many Americans know what a 
Btu really is? Or how many millions of 
Btu's are in a gallon of gas? This is the 
biggest energy tax increase in Amer
ican history. 

He is calling it a Btu tax so that av
erage Americans are deceived; confused 
into thinking this is a tax on someone 
else. It is not. 

The American consumer, senior citi
zens, small-business owners, middle
class workers and even the urban poor, 
are the people who will pay the tab for 
the Btu tax. Every time they fill up 
their car, turn on a light, or even cook 
their dinner. Those broad promises and 
pledges that Mr. Clinton made to the 
middle-income taxpayer during his 
campaign have been forgotten. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting the taxpayer and voting 
down this deceptive Btu energy tax. 

D 1940 

ENCOURAGING PRIMARY-CARE 
PRACTITIONERS: THE 1 PERCENT 
SOLUTION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. STARK] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, tomorrow I am in
troducing an improved version of H.R. 6175, 
legislation I introduced in the 102d Congress 
to help make medical education more afford
able. 

By making health professionals' education 
more affordable, we will help correct the na
tional imbalance between medical specialists 
and primary care practitioners-which is par
ticularly acute in the medical profession. 

The need for more primary care doctors is 
clear. While America has a growing surplus of 
highly skilled medical specialists, many neigh
borhoods suffer from a shortage of primary 
care doctors and family practitioners. Each 
year, fewer medical school graduates are 
choosing to become the primary care doctors 
who fight on the frontlines of preventive medi
cine. An article in the September 5, 1992, Na
tional Journal documents this trend: 

The Nation's supply of doctors grew nearly 
3.5 times as fast as the general population 
during the past decade. Yet the percentage of 
physicians trained in primary care-already 
well below the 50 percent or more found in 
many other industrialized countries-has 
been falling steadily, and now stands at 32 
percent. 

Students are choosing medical subspecialty 
careers because they pay better-often two or 
three times better. According to the American 
Medical Association, the salary for many medi
cal subspecialties is well over $200,000 while 
general and family practitioners earn, on aver
age, $93,000. In fact, 25 percent of primary 
care physicians earn less than $65,000. 

Health professional organizations estimate 
that the average medical school graduate 
owes $55,000. Many new doctors have debts 
of over $80,000. Optometrists face debts of al
most $37,000, dentists usually graduate 
$60,000 in the red, osteopathic students usu
ally need $75,000, and podiatrists often owe a 
whopping $90,000. 

These high educational debts mean that 
health professional students, especially doc
tors, need high salaries to meet their exorbi
tant student loan payments. Low primary care 
salaries and daunting educational debt dis
courage many students from primary care and 
encourage them to become high-paid, high
charging, test-ordering specialists whose in
come demands worsen the inflationary trends 
plaguing our health care system. 

Unfortunately, we do not get better care for 
this higher cost. The Council on Graduate 
Medical Education reports that, due to the lack 
of family practitioners, primary care is increas
ingly provided by subspecialists with little or 
no education in the delivery of primary care. 

Today I am proposing a 1-percent solution 
which would enable medical, dental, podiatry, 

osteopathy, and optometry graduates to 
choose primary care careers without losing 
their stethoscopes. 

My bill would create a Health Education 
Lending Program [HELP] and trust fund for 
students in these five fields. Compared to cur
rent loan programs, HELP aid will be easier to 
administer, more affordable for young grad
uates, and less vulnerable to student loan de
faults which add to our $4 trillion debt. 

HELP's strength lies in its simplicity. Eligible 
students could borrow up to $60,000 to help 
pay for tuition and educational expenses. After 
residency, the HELP graduate pays a 1 per
cent tax on his or her modified adjusted gross 
income until age 67. The proceeds from this 
tax are deposited into the HELP trust fund 
which uses its funds to help the next genera
tion of students. 

The trust fund contribution would be col
lected by the Internal Revenue Service [IRS], 
probably through the contributor's W-4 with
holding, making collection easy and automatic. 
Additional payments and corrections could be 
made on the yearend tax return. And since the 
only sure things in life are death and taxes, 
the program is sure to decrease the number of 
people who default on their federally insured 
loans. 

Most importantly, HELP will guarantee grad
uates that primary care salaries will cover their 
educational costs. Unlike commercial lending 
programs, which let debt payments reach al
most 20 percent of the borrower's income, no 
HELP graduate would pay more than 1 per
cent of their income. 

HELP also features a 3-year residency for
bearance period and a public service incentive 
to make it even more attractive to students. 

There are still some issues which we need 
to resolve during the hearing process. 

I would be interested to hear comments on 
how best to structure the program to meet 
dental residents' needs. Unlike doctors, some 
dental residents must pay a residency tuition. 
I have included a provision to allow these 
costs to count toward the loan limit, but am 
not sure if this meets their needs. 

Also, I would like the hearing process to 
look into whether the program should offer an 
additional incentive for primary care practition
ers. As it is, the program already favors pri
mary care practitioners, and to offer an addi
tional incentive might cost the trust fund more 
than it can afford. 

I want to stress that the formal input from 
the Congressional Budget Office and commit
tee hearings will probably change some of the 
specifics to keep the trust fund solvent, pos
sibly including the repayment tax rate. How
ever, the goal of providing health professionals 
the cheapest, simplest, most affordable way to 
pay for their medical education will not 
change. 

I urge my colleagues to join me today in 
supporting this important program which will 
give us more primary care doctors and make 
health professional education more affordable 
for the students. 

LEA VE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. BECERRA (at the request of Mr. 

GEPHARDT) on May 5 and 6, on account 
of family business (new baby). 
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Mr. MCINNIS (at the request of Mr. 

MICHEL) for today and May 6, on ac
count of his attendance of the Depart
ment of the Interior's grazing fees 
hearing in Grand Junction, CO. 

Mr. INHOFE (at the request of Mr. 
MICHEL) for today and the balance of 
the week, on account of a death in the 
family. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida (at the request 
of Mr. MICHEL) from 3 p.m. for the bal
ance of the day, on account of official 
business. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. WALKER) to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include extra
neous material:) 

Ms. Ros-LEHTINEN, for 60 minutes, on 
May 19. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, for 60 min-
utes, on 
May 18. 

Mr. DELAY, for 60 minutes, on 
May 18. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE, for 60 minutes, on 
May 18. 

Mrs. BENTLEY, for 60 minutes each 
day, on June 2, 3, 8, 9, 10, 15, 16, 17, 
and 22. 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. VALENTINE) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mr. STARK, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. REYNOLDS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. KOPETSKI, for 60 minutes, on 

May6. 
Mr. BROWN of California, for 60 min

utes, on May 18. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was 
granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. WALKER) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. GOODLING. 
Mr. KING. 
Mr. SMITH of Michigan in six in-

stances. 
Mr. GREENWOOD. 
Mr. WALSH. 
Mr. CALVERT. 
Mr. LEWIS of California. 
Mr. THOMAS of California. 
Mr. DUNCAN. 
Mr. HENRY. 
Mr. BILIRAKIS in two instances. 
Mr. GINGRICH. 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 
Mr. Cox. 
Mr. ARMEY. 
Mr. SOLOMON in two instances. 
Mr. BEREUTER. 
Mr. DORNAN. 
Mr. FAWELL. 

Mr. PACKARD. 
Mr. ROTH. 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. 
Mr. CRANE. 
Mr. LIGHTFOOT. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. VALENTINE) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. RUSH, in four instances. 
Mrs. KENNELL y. 
Mr. RICHARDSON. 
Ms. MALONEY. 
Mr. APPLEGATE. 
Mr. SAWYER. 
Mr. SERRANO. 
Mr. LAFALCE. 
Mr. ACKERMAN, in two instances. 
Ms. LONG. 
Mr. ROSE. 
Mr. STOKES. 
Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. 
Mr. LANTOS, in three instances. 
Mr. STARK. 
Mr. BREWSTER. 
Mr. BONIOR. 
Mr. OWENS. 
Mr. SANGMEHSTER. 
Mr. LEVIN. 
Mr. JACOBS. 
Mr. CLAY. 
Mr. KENNEDY. 
Mr. KILDEE. 
Mr. CONDIT. 
Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER. 
Mr. EDWARDS of California. 
Mr. ANDREWS of Maine. 
Mr. KLEIN, in two instances. 
Mr. MARKEY. 
Mr. BERMAN. 
Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey. 
Mr. GEPHARDT. 
Mr. WAXMAN. 
Mr. BEILENSON. 
Mr. COYNE. 
Mr. HOAGLAND. 
Mr. FAZIO. 

SENATE BILLS REFERRED 
Bills of the Senate of the following 

titles were taken from the Speaker's 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows: 

S. 433. An act to authorize and direct the 
Secretary of the Interior to convey certain 
lands in Cameron Parish, Louisiana, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

S. 884. An act to make technical amend
ments to the Higher Education Act of 1965 
and the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Ap
plied Technology Act; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

'ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. KIM. Madam Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly (at 7 o'clock and 42 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Thursday, May 6, 1993, at 12 noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 

the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

1161. A letter from the Secretary of Edu
cation, transmitting final regulations-Drug 
Prevention Programs in Higher Education, 
pursuant to 20 U.S .C. 1232(d)(l); to the Com
mittee on Education and Labor. 

1162. A letter from the President, Institute 
of American Indian Arts, transmitting their 
annual report for 1992, pursuant to Public 
Law 9~98, section 1515(a) (100 Stat. 1609); to 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 

1163. A letter from the National Founda
tion on the Arts and the Humanities, trans
mitting a draft of proposed legislation to au
thorize appropriations for the National En
dowment for the Arts, the National Endow
ment for the Humanities, and the Institute 
of Museum Services for fiscal years 1994 and 
1995; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

1164. A letter from the Acting Director, De
fense Security Assistance Agency, transmit
ting a revised listing for the last four quar
ters of licenses/approvals for the export of 
commercially sold defense articles/services, 
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(a); to the Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs. 

1165. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary for Legislative Affairs, Depart
ment of State, transmitting notification of a 
proposed license for the export of major de
fense equipment and services sold commer
cially to Singapore (Transmittal No. OTC-
20-93), pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

1166. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary for Legislative Affairs, Depart
ment of State, transmitting the annual re
port on international terrorism for 1992, pur
suant to 22 U.S.C. 2656f; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

1167. A letter from the Chairman, National 
Transportation Safety Board, transmitting a 
report of activities under the Freedom of In
formation Act for calendar year 1992, pursu
ant to 5 U.S.C. 552(d); to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 

1168. A letter from the Chairman, U.S. Sen
tencing Commission, transmitting the 1992 
annual report of the activities of the Com
mission, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 997; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

1169. A letter from the Secretary of Trans
portation, transmitting the biennial report 
on compliance with the Marine Plastic Pol
lution Research and Control Act, pursuant to 
33 U.S.C. 1902 note; to the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

1170. A letter from the Acting Deputy Di
rector, Office of Personnel Management, 
transmitting a report on the voluntary leave 
transfer and leave bank programs, pursuant 
to Public Law 100-566, section 2(e)(2) (102 
Stat. 2845); to the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. 

1171. A letter from the Chairman, U.S. 
International Trade Commission, transmit
ting the Commission's 73d quarterly report 
on trade between the United States and the 
nonmarket economy countries, pursuant to 
19 U.S.C. 2440; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

1172. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary for Legislative Affairs, Depart
ment of State, transmitting certification for 
eight countries concerning their commercial 
shrimp fleets and technology used that may 
adversely affect certain sea turtles; jointly, 
to the Committees on Appropriations and 
Foreign Affairs. 

1173. A letter from the Secretary, Depart
ment of Energy, transmitting the third an
nual report on the programs, projects, and 
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joint ventures supported under the act, pur
suant to 42 U.S.C. 12006; jointly, to the Com
mittees on Energy and Commerce and 
Science, Space, and Technology. 

1174. A letter from the Chairman, National 
Transportation Safety Board, transmitting a 
draft of proposed legislation to amend the 
Independent Safety Board Act of 1974 to au
thorize appropriations for fiscal years 1994, 
1995, and 1996, and for other purposes; jointly, 
to the Committees on Energy and Commerce 
and Public Works and Transportation. 

1175. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Government Ethics, transmitting a draft of 
proposed legislation to amend the Ethics in 
Government Act of 1978, as amended, to ex
tend the authorization of appropriations for 
the Office of Government Ethics for 8 years 
and for other purposes; jointly, to the Com
mittees on the Judiciary and Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 

of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming: 
R.R. 1976. A bill to guarantee access to af

fordable health care coverage, to provide for 
equality with respect to the provision of 
service in rural areas, and for other pur
poses; jointly, to the Committees on Ways 
and Means, Energy and Commerce, the Judi
ciary, and Education and Labor. 

By Mr. BEILENSON: 
R .R. 1977. A bill to amend the National 

Parks and Recreation Act of 1978 to remove 
the limitation on appropriations for land ac
quisition in the Santa Monica Mountains Na
tional Recreation Area; to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

By Mr. BLUTE: 
R.R. 1978. A bill to amend the Federal Elec

tion Campaign Act of 1971 to lower the maxi
mum amount of contributions a multican
didate political committee may make to a 
House of Representatives candidate, and for 
other purposes; jointly, to the Committees 
on House Administration, Rules, and Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. BORSKI: 
R.R. 1979. A bill to amend the Harmonized 

Tariff Schedule of the United States to cor~ 
rect the rate of duty on certain mixtures of 
caseinate; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Ms. LONG (for herself, Mr. EWING, 
Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. BAESLER, Mr. 
KINGSTON, Mr. POMEROY, Mr. EMER
SON, Ms. THURMAN, Mr. MYERS of In
diana, Mr. MINGE, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. 
SPENCE, Mr. PETERSON of Florida, Mr. 
CLINGER, Mr. PARKER, Mr. MCHUGH, 
Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. 
VOLKMER, and Mr. GILLMOR): 

R.R. 1980. A bill to amend the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act to provide addi
tional assistance to economically distressed 
rural communities under the State water 
pollution control revolving loan fund pro
gram; to the Committee on Public Works 
and Transportation. 

By Mr. BREWSTER (for himself, Mr. 
MCCRERY, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. 
CAMP, Mr. BUNNING, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. 
CRANE, Mr. SUNDQUIST, Mr. PAXON, 
and Mr. THOMAS of California): 

R .R. 1981. A bill to amend the Employee 
Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 to 
clarify the treatment of a qualified football 
coaches plan; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Ms. BYRNE: 
R.R. 1982. A bill to direct the Secretary of 

Energy to establish labeling requirements 
for products that emit low-frequency elec
tromagnetic fields; to the Committee on En
ergy and Commerce. 

By Ms. BYRNE (for herself, Mr. WAX
MAN, Mr. HINCHEY, and Mr. HAST
INGS): 

R.R. 1983. A bill to amend title XIX of the 
Social Security Act to clarify the availabil
ity of Medicaid payment for childhood vac
cine replacement programs; to the Commit
tee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. CRAMER: 
R.R. 1984. A bill to amend chapter 153 of 

title 10, United States Code, to permit the 
Secretary of Defense to provide certain prop
erty and services of the Department of De
fense to certain educational entities; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

. By Mr. HEFNER (for himself, Mrs. 
MINK, Mr. FILNER, Mr. DURBIN, Mrs. 
UNSOELD, Mr. CLAY, Ms. SLAUGHTER, 
and Mr. TANNER): 

R.R. 1985. A bill to clarify the congres
sional intent concerning, and to codify, cer
tain requirements of the Communications 
Act of 1934 that ensure that broadcasters af
ford reasonable opportunity for the discus
sion of conflicting views on issues of public 
importance; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

By Mr. LEWIS of Florida (for himself, 
Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. JOHNSTON of Flor
ida, Ms. Ros-LEHTINEN, Mr. BACCHUS 
of Florida, Ms. THURMAN, Mr. HAST
INGS, and Mr. MILLER of Florida): 

R.R. 1986. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to provide that the effective 
date for discontinuance of compensation and 
pension paid by the Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs shall be the date on which the recipi
ent dies, rather than the last day of the pre
ceding month, in the case of a veteran with 
a surviving spouse, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Veterans ' Affairs. 

By Mr. LIPINSKI: 
R.R. 1987. A bill to prohibit pay-per-view 

charges for entertainment events that re
ceive public financial support whether or in
cluding private entities, nonprofit organiza
tions, or governmental entities; to the Com
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

R.R. 1988. A bill to amend title 17, United 
States Code, and the Communications Act of 
1934 with respect to the public performance, 
by means of the display of video program
ming at places of public accommodation, of 
games between professional sports teams; 
jointly, to the Committees on the Judiciary 
and Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. McMILLAN, (for himself, Mr. 
TAYLOR of North Carolina, Mr. 
SANTORUM, Mr. DELAY, Mr. GINGRICH, 
Mr. HASTERT, Mr. HOBSON, Mr. KA
SICH, Mr. KOLBE, Mr. PAXON, Mrs. 
ROUKEMA, Mr. WALKER, Mr. 
BALLENGER, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. DREIER, 
Mr. Goss, Mr. GRANDY, Mr. SOLOMON, 
Mr. CASTLE, Mr. SUNDQUIST, and Mr. 
SAM JOHNSON): 

R.R. 1989. A bill to provide for medical in
jury compensation reform for health care 
services furnished using funds provided 
under certain Federal programs or under 
group health plans, and for other purposes; 
jointly, to the Committees on the Judiciary, 
Ways and Means, and Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. RICHARDSON: 
R.R. 1990. A bill to authorize a project to 

demonstrate the feasibility of voting by tele
phone; to the Committee on House Adminis
tration. 

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey (for him
self, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. WOLF, Mr. 
LAFALCE, Mr. HYDE, and Mr. SOLO
MON): 

R.R. 1991. A bill to extend the People 's Re
public of China renewal of nondiscrim
inatory (most-favored-nation) treatment 
provided certain conditions are met; jointly, 
to the Committees on Ways and Means, For
eign Affairs, and Rules 

By Mr. SMITH of Oregon (for himself, 
Mrs. VUCANOVICH, Mr. YOUNG of Alas
ka, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. 
HERGER, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. TAYLOR of 
North Carolina, Mr. PACKARD, Mr. 
HANCOCK, Mr. BOEHNER, and Mr. HAN
SEN): 

R.R. 1992. A bill to amend the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973 to ensure that listing of 
species is in the public interest, that species 
are listed only on basis of actual threats, not 
speculative future threats to their existence, 
that listing of species and designation of 
their critical habitat will be subject to blind 
peer review, that persons conducting listing 
processes do not benefit economically from a 
listing decision, that emergency listing 
without full public and scientific community 
participation will occur only in emergency 
situations, that incidental take prosecutions 
will occur only after a recovery plan has 
been prepared which provides guidance as to 
what constitutes a take, and that the act 
does not encourage suits between private 
citizens, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. TALENT: 
R.R. 1993. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1986 to provide a credit against 
tax for employers who provide onsite day
care facilities for dependents of their em
ployees, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. VALENTINE: 
R.R. 1994. A bill to authorize appropria

tions for environmental research, develop
ment, and demonstration for fiscal years 
1994, and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on Science, Space, and Technology. 

By Mr. VOLKMER: 
R .R. 1995. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1986 to allow an exception 
where a noncustodial parent provides over 
half of the support of the child for a calendar 
year to claim such child as a dependent; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CUNNINGHAM (for himself, Ms. 
SCHENK, Mr. HUNTER, Ms. FURSE, Mr. 
PACKARD, Mr. FILNER, and Mrs. BENT
LEY): 

R.R. 1996. A bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to strengthen the restrictions 
on the overhaul, repair, and maintenance of 
naval vessels in foreign shipyards; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. DEFAZIO: 
R.R. 1997. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1986 to provide incentives for 
domestic timber production and manufactur
ing, and to deny the benefits of certain ex
port subsidies in the case of exports of un
processed timber; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. EDWARDS of California: 
R.R. 1998. A bill to amend title 11 of the 

United States Code to provide for the adjust
ment of certain dollar amounts; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FAZIO (for himself, Mr. LEH
MAN, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. GOODLING, Mr. 
DOOLEY, Mr. FAWELL, Mr. CONDIT, Mr. 
MATSUI, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. GUNDER
SON , Mr. HERGER, Mr. LEWIS of Cali
fornia, Mr. DOOLITI'LE, Mr. PETRI, Mr. 
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HENRY, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. PICKETT, 
Mr. PAYNE of Virginia, Mr. PENNY, 
Mr. DERRICK, Mr. SISISKY, Mrs. 
THURMAN, Mr. VALENTINE, Mr. LAN
CASTER, Mr. MINGE, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. 
MONTGOMERY, Mr. BACCHUS of Flor
ida, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. MILLER of 
Florida, Mr. LEWIS of Florida, Mr. 
CANADY, Mr. HANSEN, Mr. SMITH of 
Oregon, Mr. UPTON, Mr. PAXON, Mr. 
SARPALIUS, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. HOLDEN, 
Mr. LAROCCO, Mr. PARKER, Mr. THOM
AS of California, Mr. WOLF, Mr. 
BALLENGER, Mr. WALSH, Mr. ROB-
ERTS, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. 
GOODLATTE, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. 
MCCOLLUM, Mr. POMBO, Mr. HUTTO, 
Mr. ROWLAND, Mr. CAMP, and Mr. 
MCHUGH): 

H.R. 1999. A bill respecting the relationship 
between workers' compensation benefits and 
the benefits available under the Migrant and 
Seasonal Agricultural Worker Protection 
Act; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

By Mr. HOAGLAND (for himself and 
Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota): 

R.R. 2000. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 to provide changes in appli
cation of wagering taxes to charitable orga
nizations; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. HOAGLAND (for himself, Mr. 
HOYER, and Mr. PETERSON of Min
nesota): 

R.R. 2001. A bill to provide that certain 
games of chance conducted by a nonprofit or
ganization not be treated as an unrelated 
trade or business of such organization; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LEVIN (for himself, Mr. MAR
KEY, and Mr. LEWIS of Georgia): 

H.R. 2002. A bill to amend the Social Secu
rity Act to provide assistance to States in 
providing services to support informal 
caregivers of individuals with functional 
limitations; jointly, to the Committees on 
Ways and Means and Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. MARKEY: . 
R.R. 2003. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1986 to require any major or 
minor arty general election candidate who 
receives amounts from the Presidential Elec
tion Campaign Fund to participate in de
bates with other such candidates; to the 
Committee on House Administration. 

By Ms. BYRNE: 
H.J. Res. 191. Joint resolution to provide 

for the issuance of a commemorative postage 
stamp in honor of Joyce Kilmer; to the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. BOEHLERT: 
H.J. Res. 192. Joint resolution designating 

June 6 through 13, as "National Soccer Hall 
of Fame Week"; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. DE LA GARZA (for himself, Mr. 
ROSE, Mr. MCDADE, Ms. DANNER, Mr. 
SCOTT, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. HALL of Ohio, 
Mr. RANGEL, Mr. FILNER, Ms. 
SLAUGHTER, Mr. EMERSON, Mrs. 
MORELLA, Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. 
STOKES, Mr. SARPALIUS, Mrs. CLAY
TON, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. WHEAT, Mr. 
EVANS, Mr. SABO, Mr. LANCASTER, 
Mr. COOPER, Mr. KREIDLER, Mr. ED
WARDS of Texas, Mr. TORRES, Mr. BE
REUTER, Mr. INSLEE, Mr. RUSH, Mr. 
WALSH, Mr. OLVER, Mr. SAWYER, Mr. 
GILMAN, Mr. FROST, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. 
LIVINGSTON, Ms. MALONEY, Mr. SAND
ERS, Mr. HUGHES, and Mr. LEACH): 

H.J. Res. 193. Joint resolution honoring the 
Food and Agricultural Organization of the 

United Nations on its 50th anniversary and 
reaffirming the U.S.'s commitment to end 
hunger and malnutrition; jointly, to the 
Committees on Post Office and Civil Service 
and Agriculture. 

By Mr. KING (for himself, Mr. LEVY, 
Mr. MANTON, Mr. NEAL of Massachu
setts, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. SERRANO, 
Mr. TOWNS, Mr. FISH, Mr. ACKERMAN, 
Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. HOKE, Mr. QUINN, 
and Mr. BLUTE): 

H. Con. Res. 93. Concurrent resolution con
cerning United States policy relating to the 
north of Ireland; to the Committee on For
eign Affairs. 

By Mr. SERRANO: 
H. Con. Res. 94. Concurrent resolution ex

pressing the sense of the Congress regarding 
the expression of self-determination by the 
people of Puerto Rico; to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

H.R. 3: Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin and Mr. 
HASTINGS. 

R.R. 65: Ms. MOLINARI and Mr. MATSUI. 
H.R. 67: Mr. WILLIAMS. 
R.R. 68: Mrs. MEEK. 
H.R. 147: Mr. BARTLETT. 
R.R. 303: Mr. WILLIAMS and Ms. MOLINARI. 
H.R. 324: Mr. MCNULTY and Mr. LEVY. 
R.R. 325: Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. EVANS, Mr. 

ANDREWS of Maine, Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Mr. 
BRYANT, Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. 
BILIRAKIS, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. 
KING, Mr. PETE GEREN, Mr. BROWDER, Mr. 
COBLE, Mr. BLUTE, Mr. BARTLETT, and Ms. 
HARMAN. 

R.R. 391: Mr. EVERETT and Mr. DUNCAN. 
R.R. 392: Mr. EVERETT, Mr. BEREUTER, and 

Mr. DUNCAN. 
R.R. 485: Mr. SPENCE, Mr. HOBSON, Mr. DER

RICK, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. 
MOLLOHAN, and Mr. WYNN. 

H.R. 509: Mr. MCKEON. 
H.R. 553: Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. WALSH, and Mr. 

TUCKER. 
H.R. 567: Mr. HASTERT and Mrs. VUCANO

VICH. 
H.R. 579: Mr. SMITH of Michigan. 
H.R. 591: Mr. RAHALL, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. 

MOLLOHAN. and Mr. SA WYER. 
R.R. 615: Mrs. MALONEY. 
H .R. 643: Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. 

SHAYS, Mr. KLINK, Mr. JACOBS, and Mr. 
REED. 

H.R. 647: Mr. LAFALCE. 
H.R. 665: Mr. BONIOR. 
R.R. 692: Mr. WYNN, Mr. DELLUMS, and Mr. 

YATES. 
R.R. 697: Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois, Mr. 

FLAKE, and Mr. KENNEDY. 
H.R. 702: Mr. PETE GEREN, Mr. SMITH of Or

egon, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. 
SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. 
SHAW, Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota, Mr. 
STEARNS, Mr. DELAY, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. 
HANSEN, Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. PASTOR, and Mr. 
HA YES of Louisiana. 

H.R. 715: Mr. GALLEGLY. 
R.R. 814: Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. BACCHUS of 

Florida, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr. LINDER, Mr. 
SCHAEFER, Mr. SWETT, and Mr. DICKS. 

R.R. 825: Mr. WYNN and Mr. ROMERO
BARCELO. 

H.R. 830: Mr. STRICKLAND and Mr. 
FINGERHUT. 

R.R. 833: Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. ZIMMER, Mr. 
REYNOLDS, and Mr. OLVER. 

H .R. 840: Mr. LIPINSKI. 
H .R. 883: Mr. Cox. 
H .R. 894: Mr. STUMP. 
H.R. 897: Mr. CHAPMAN. 
H.R. 899: Mr. LEWIS of Florida and Mr. 

KNOLLENBERG. 
H.R. 961: Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr. BARRETT of 

Wisconsin, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. MCCANDLESS, 
Mr. POMEROY, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. SANTORUM, 
Mr. EWING, Mr. PAYNE of Virginia, Mr. 
BOEHNER, Mr. SAM JOHNSON, Mr. TAYLOR of 
North Carolina, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. 
HASTERT, Mr. PAXON, Mr. UPTON, Mr. BURTON 
of Indiana, Mr. WOLF, Mr. CAMP, and Mr. KA
SICH. 

H.R. 962: Mr. EVERETT, Mr. LIGHTFOOT, Mr. 
JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr. PORTER, Mr. BISHOP, 
Mr. INGLIS, Mr. KOLBE, Mr. HAMILTON, Mr. 
CONDIT. Mr. BROWDER, Mr. BAKER of Califor
nia, Mr. KLINK, Mr. REGULA, and Mr. VIS
CLOSKY. 

R.R. 967: Mr. OLVER, Mr. DREIER, Mr. MAT
SUI, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. HERGER, and Mr. 
BAKER of Louisiana. 

H.R. 972: Mr. FROST and Mr. SHAYS. 
H.R. 977: Mr. COSTELLO. 
H.R. 999: Mr. SLATTERY. 
R.R. 1028: Mr. TOWNS, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. 

BARCIA, and Mr. BLACKWELL. 
H .R. 1036: Mr. HINCHEY, Ms. LONG, Mr. BAR-

LOW, and Mr. LIPINSKI. 
H.R. 1079: Mr. DELAY and Mr. BATEMAN. 
H .R. 1080: Mr. BATEMAN. 
H.R. 1081: Mr. BATEMAN. 
H.R. 1083: Mr. BATEMAN. 
H.R. 1086: Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. 
H.R. 1120: Mr. MCNULTY and Mr. TOWNS. 
H.R. 1141: Mr. PETRI and Mr. HAYES. 
H.R. 1142: Mr. DURBIN. 
H.R. 1146: Mr. JACOBS, Mr. COLEMAN, Mr. 

TOWNS, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. STARK, Mr. 
HUGHES, and Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. 

H.R. 1155: Mr. GORDON and Mr. BEREUTER. 
H.R. 1161: Mr. BARCIA, Mr. FROST, and Mr. 

COSTELLO. 
H .R. 1272: Mr. Cox and Mr. UPTON. 
H.R. 1276: Mr. HUNTER and Mr. CALLAHAN. 
H.R. 1277: Mr. CRANE. 
H.R. 1290: Ms. MARGOLIES-MEZVINSKY, Mr. 

DE LUGO, Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. COLEMAN, and 
Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. 

H.R. 1291: Mr. ENGEL. 
H.R. 1293: Mr. LIPINSKI. 
H.R. 1311: Mr. DREIER. 
R.R. 1330: Mr. SISISKY, Mr. MICHEL, Mr. 

KYL, Mr. COBLE, Mr. BUYER, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. 
ROWLAND, Mr. DOOLEY, Mr. BUNNING, and Mr. 
QUILLEN. 

H.R. 1332: Mr. COLEMAN, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. 
GENE GREEN, Mr. HOBSON, Mr. QUINN, Mrs. 
THURMAN, and Mrs. VUCANOVICH. 

H.R. 1419: Mrs. CLAYTON. 
H.R. 1423: Mr. MILLER of Florida, Mr. 

MCHUGH, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. 
VALENTINE, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. KREIDLER, Mr. 
BAESLER, Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. Mc
MILLAN, Mr. CARR, Mr. HERGER, Mr. BILBRAY, 
Mr. GILMAN, Mr. BARLOW, Mr. GALLO, Mr. 
BLILEY, Mr. PARKER, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. 
FRANKS of New Jersey, and Mr. MINGE. 

H.R. 1455: Mr. KREIDLER. 
R.R. 1518: Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. DOOLITTLE, 

Mr. SUNDQUIST, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. 
ZELIFF' and Mr. PORTER. 

H.R. 1519: Mr. WOLF, Mr. KREIDLER, and Mr. 
TUCKER. 

H.R. 1541: Mr. FAWELL, Mr. KING, Mr. 
TOWNS, Mr. INGLIS, Ms. MALONEY, Mr. GING
RICH, Mrs. MINK, Mr. WALSH, Mr. LEVY, Ms. 
MOLINARI, Mr. HANCOCK, and Mr. PETRI. 

H.R. 1542: Mr. EVANS. 
H.R. 1565: Mr. LIPINSKI and Mr. QUINN. 
H.R. 1566: Mr. STUDDS and Mr. PETE GEREN. 
R.R. 1573: Mr. KANJORSKI , Mr. REGULA, Mr. 

PORTER, Mr. LAFALCE, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. 
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HINCHEY, Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr. WILSON, and 
Mr. FORD of Michigan. 

H .R. 1580: Mr. FROST. 
H.R. 1595: Mr. GRANDY, Mr. BARLOW, Mrs. 

MEYERS of Kansas, Mr. BAKER of Louisiana, 
Mr. PARKER, and Mr. HINCHEY. 

H.R. 1608: Mr. DINGELL, Mr. CLAY, Mr. BE
REUTER, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. 
DIAZ-BALART, Ms. HARMAN, Mr. JEFFERSON, 
Mr. PARKER, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. 
TEJEDA, Mr. WALSH, Mr. WILLIAMS, and Mr. 
WILSON. 

H.R. 1609: Mr. MFUME, Mrs. CLAYTON, Ms. 
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. 
THOMPSON, Mr. CLAY, Ms. MEEK, and Ms. 
NORTON. 

H.R. 1637: Ms. LONG, Mr. JOHNSON of South 
Dakota, Mrs. UNSOELD, and Mr. PENNY. 

H.R. 1676: Mr. CRANE and Mr. BARTLETT. 
H.R. 1697: Mr. HANSEN, Ms. MALONEY, Mr. 

FIELDS of Louisiana, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. WIL
SON, Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi, and Mr. 
WAXMAN. 

H.R. 1780: Mr. STUPAK. 
H.R. 1823: Ms. SHEPHERD. 
H.R. 1832: Mr. OLVER. 
H .R. 1921: Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. NEAL of Massa

chusetts, Mr. SWETT, Mr. BARTLETT, and Mr. 
LEVY. 

H.R. 1924: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. 
SERRANO, Mr. MFUME, Mr. MILLER of Califor
nia, Mr. TOWNS, and Mr. TORRES. 

H.R. 1938: Mr. CARDIN, Mr. LEWIS of Geor-
gia, Mr. KOPETSKI, and Mrs. KENNELLY. 

H.J. Res. 44: Mr. LIPINSKI and Mr. QUINN. 
H.J. Res. 59: Mr. BARCIA. 
H.J. Res. 65: Mr. TUCKER. 
H.J. Res. 80: Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. 

COOPER, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. EDWARDS of 
Texas, Mr. LIGHTFOOT, Mrs. LLOYD, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT, Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. MURPHY, 
Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. 
POSHARD, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. SLATTERY, Mr. 
STOKES, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. TEJEDA, Mr. 
UNDERWOOD, Mr. VALENTINE, Mr. WHITTEN, 
Mr. WILSON, and Mr. YATES. 

H .J. Res. 84: Mr. RICHARDSON. 
H .J. Res. 108: Mr. CRAPO, Mr. HAMILTON, 

Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. PETE GEREN, Mr. JOHNSON 
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of South Dakota, Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. COO
PER, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. STOKES, Mr. MCNUL
TY, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr. 
UNDERWOOD, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. ROWLAND, Mr. 
REYNOLDS, Mr. MAZZOLI, Mr. GENE GREEN, 
Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. BROWDER, Mr. CLYBURN, 
Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, Ms. 
MALONEY, Mr. BISHOP, Ms. DANNER, Mr. 
MONTGOMERY, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. TANNER, Mr. 
PAYNE of Virginia, Mr. VOLKMER, Mr. OBER
STAR, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. BOEH
LERT, Mr. FAWELL, Mr. GORDON, and Mr. 
TEJEDA. 

H.J. Res. 165: Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. MCNULTY, 
Mr. LIPINSKI, and Mr. FROST. 

H.J. Res. 171: Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. OXLEY, 
Mr. STUMP, Mr. PORTER, Mr. LIPINSKI, and 
Mr. SOLOMON. 

H.J. Res. 179: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. BATEMAN, 
Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. KREIDLER, 
Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota, Mr. MANTON, 
Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. ROTH, Mr. 
ROWLAND, Mr. SAWYER, Mr. SLA'ITERY, Ms. 
SLAUGHTER, and Mr. WAXMAN. 

H.J. Res. 187: Mr. KASICH, Mr. FILNER, Mr. 
MARKEY, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. MCDERMOTT, 
Mr. MORAN, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. ABERCROM
BIE, Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. BAKER of Louisiana, 
Mrs. BENTLEY, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON, 
Mr. LEWIS of California, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. RO
MERO-BARCELO, Mr. FROST, Mr. TRAFICIANT, 
Mrs. MINK, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. DICKEY, Mr. 
REED, Mr. TOWNS, and Mr. ANDREWS of 
Maine. 

H. Con. Res. 16: Mr. ARCHER, Ms. 
MARGOLIES-MEZVINSKY, and Mr. KIM. 

H. Con. Res. 37: Ms. NORTON, Mr. GORDON, 
Ms. ESHOO, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. TOWNS, 
Mr. PENNY, and Mr. JOHNSON of South Da
kota. 

H. Con. Res . 42: Mr. TOWNS and Mr. HAST
INGS. 

H. Con. Res. 52: Mr. WELDON, Mr. 
SARPALIUS, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. 
FORD of Tennessee, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. HAN
COCK, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mrs. MINK, Mr. VALEN
TINE, Mr. COYNE, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHN
SON, Mr. PAYNE of Virginia, Mr. PALLONE, 
Mrs. MEEK, Mr. KLEIN, and Mr. LAFALCE. 

H. Con . Res. 67: Mr. HOKE, Mr. BUYER, Mr. 
PICKLE, Mr. KING, Mr. BALLENGER, Miss COL
LINS of Michigan, Mr. QUILLEN, Mrs. MEEK, 
and Mr. WYNN. 

H. Con. Res. 70: Mr. SHAYS and Mr. 
BUNNING. 

H. Con. Res. 80: Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. 
CLEMENT, Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. HUGHES, Mrs. 
MALONEY, and Mr. WALSH. 

H. Res. 50: Mr. KNOLLENBERG. 
H. Res . 127: Mr. APPLEGATE. 
H. Res. 148: Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota 

and Mr. MANN. 
H. Res. 156: Mr. STUMP, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. 

MCHUGH, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. LEWIS of Florida, 
Mr. Goss, Mr. CANADY, Mr. QUINN, and Mr. 
HOBSON. 

AMENDMENTS 

Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro
posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

H.R. 820 
By Mr. TRAFICANT: 

-Page 119, after line 10, insert the following 
new subsection: 

(c) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN MADE EQUIP
MENT AND PRODUCTS.-

(!) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-It is the sense of 
Congress that any recipient of a grant under 
this Act, or under any amendment made by 
this Act, should purchase only American 
made equipment and products when expend
ing grant monies. 

(2) NOTICE TO RECIPIENTS OF ASSISTANCE.
In allocating grants under this Act, or under 
any amendment made by this Act, the Sec
retary shall provide to each recipient a no
tice describing the statement made in para
graph (1) by the Congress. 
-Page 119, line 11, strike "(c)" and insert in 
lieu thereof "(d)". 
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SENATE-Wednesday, May 5, 1993 
May 5, 1993 

The Senate met at 10:15 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was called 
to order by the Honorable KENT 
CONRAD, a Senator from the State of 
North Dakota. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, the Reverend Richard 

C. Halverson, D.D., offered the follow
ing prayer: 

Let us pray: 
If we say that we have no sin, we de

ceive ourselves, and the truth is not in us. 
If we confess our sins, he is faithful and 
just to forgive us our sins, and to cleanse 
us from all unrighteousness.-! John 
1:8-9. 

Gracious God our Father, we are so 
often inclined either to deny our sin or 
stuff it and forget it, despite the fact 
that we find no relief; instead, deprive 
ourselves of a profound blessing from 
God. When we acknowledge our sin and 
confess it, we enjoy forgiveness and the 
peace of God that passes understand
ing. 

Merciful God, forgive us for our de
nial and grant us grace to come to 
Thee in repentance and faith, in the as
surance that we will enjoy Your love, 
Your favor, Your healing, Your re
newal. 

We pray in the name of Jes us who 
loved us and gave himself for us. Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempo re [Mr. BYRD]. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the following letter: 

To the Senate: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, May 5, 1993. 

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable KENT CONRAD, a Sen
ator from the State of North Dakota, to per
form the duties of the Chair. 

ROBERT C. BYRD, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. CONRAD thereupon assumed the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Under the previous order the 
leadership time is reserved. 

(Legislative day of Monday, April 19, 1993) 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The majority leader. 

SCHEDULE 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President and 

Members of the Senate, under the order 
entered last evening there will be ape
riod for morning business today begin
ning at this time and extending until 
2:30 p.m., at which time the Senate will 
resume consideration of the bill which 
was pending last evening, the lobbying 
disclosure bill. I believe that the morn
ing business includes a number of spe
cific times for specific Senators, begin
ning with Senator CHAFEE, who I see 
here on the floor and who will be recog
nized shortly. 

I hope we can make progress on the 
lobbying disclosure bill today, and I ex
pect that there will be votes during the 
day following our return to the bill at 
2:30 p.m. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Under the previous order there 
will now be a period for the transaction 
of morl}ing business not to extend be
yond yhe hour of 2:30 p.m., with Sen
ators permitted to speak for not to ex
ceed 10 minutes each. 

The Sena tor from Rhode Island [Mr. 
CHAFEE], however, is recognized to 
speak for up to 30 minutes. 

The Chair might note that the Sen
ator from West Virginia [Mr. BYRD] has 
time reserved of up to 60 minutes, and 
the Senator from Texas [Mr. KRUEGER] 
or his designee, is recognized to speak 
for up to 45 minutes. Those times have 
been previously reserved. 

The Senator from Rhode Island. 
Mr. CHAFEE. I thank the Chair. 
(The remarks of Mr. CHAFEE pertain

ing to the introduction of S. 892 are lo
cated in today's RECORD under "State
ments on Introduced Bills and Joint 
Resolutions.") 

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator from West Virginia. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, how much 

time do I have? 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator has 60 minutes. 
Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. 

LINE-ITEM VETO 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, 12 years of 

trickle-down, supply-side Reagan-

omics, Laffer Curves, and a borrow
and-spend national credit card binge 
have left the country with a deteriorat
ing infrastructure, a stagnant econ
omy, high unemployment, triple-digit 
billion-dollar deficits, a $4 trillion 
debt, and a $200 billion annual interest 
payment on that debt. 

In search of antidotes for this fast
spreading fiscal melanoma of suffocat
ing deficits and debt, the budget medi
cine men have once again begun their 
annual pilgrimage to the shrine of 
Saint Line-Item Veto, to worship at 
the altar of fool's gold, quack rem
edies, such as enhanced rescission, line
item veto, and other graven images, 
which, if adopted, would give rise to 
unwarranted expectations and possibly 
raise serious constitutional questions 
involving separation of powers, checks 
and balances, and control of the na
tional purse. 

Congressional appropriations are al
ways the target of these patent medi
cines, these misguided efforts, and in 
referring to them as misguided efforts, 
I do not impugn the good intentions of 
many people outside the Congress and 
many people inside the Congress in 
both Houses. 

Many of these people honestly be
lieve that this is the way to go in order 
to get a handle on the bloated deficits 
that have us drowning in a sea of red 
ink. On the other hand, Mr. President, 
some of these people inside the Con
gress, and outside the Congress, who 
constantly press for the line-item veto, 
or other quack nostrums, know, or 
ought to know, that these are nothing 
more than placebos or spurious magic 
incantations, witch's brew, and various 
brands of snake oil remedies. 

They ought to know better. Plutarch 
said that Menestheus, Regent of Ath
ens, was said to be the first of mankind 
to undertake to be a demagog, and by 
his eloquence to ingratiate himself 
with the people. 

In recent years, Mr. President, espe
cially since the big triple-digit, billion
dollar deficits became an annual thing 
here in Washington beginning with the 
first Reagan administration, we have 
seen a seeming plethora of demagogs. 
Mr. Reagan himself was one of the fore
most disciples of the theory that the 
line-item veto would be a cure-all for 
these bloated deficits; and Mr. Bush 
followed quickly in his train. 

I would not say that this seeming 
spate of demagogic characters has 
sprung like Aphrodite from the ocean 
foam, or like Minerva, from the fore
head of Jove. They just seem to come 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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in litters anymore. Every year we are 
treated to this spectacle of attempts to 
make us believe that the line-item veto 
would be a painless cure, which would 
rid the country of its fiscal headaches 
and provide a sure and painless ticket 
to a blissful Utopian paradise that 
would be debt free, deficit free, and 
care free. 

So, again, I say that there are people 
in this Chamber and in the other body 
who, I am sure, honestly believe that 
this is the way to go. They believe in 
their hearts that the line-item veto or 
enhanced rescissions would be the sure 
and painless medicine by which these 
deficits can be brought under control 
and kept under control. But there are 
some who appear to be making a politi
cal career of preying upon the unknow
ing, unsuspecting, and suffering public 
for political and partisan gain. 

Mr. President, the deficit problem is 
not caused by congressional appropria
tions. Since 1945, and through last 
year, down through all the Presidents, 
beginning with Truman, and following 
through with Eisenhower, Kennedy, 
Johnson, Nixon, Ford, Carter, Reagan, 
and Bush, the total appropriation&
supplementals, regular, and defi
ciencie&-have amounted to 
$200,848,154,902 less than the totality of 
all the budget requests that have been 
submitted by all these Presidents dur
ing all those years. 

Discretionary domestic spending is 
what is most often mentioned by 
ultracrepidarian critics, who refer to it 
as congressional pork, but which is, in
deed, infrastructure. But these appro
priations have not created the budget 
deficits. The deficit problem is much 
broader, much bigger than this. It has 
been brought on by a combination of 
things, such as mandatory back-door 
spending, tax expenditures, costly pro
grammatic initiatives that come from 
authorizing committees, and the force 
feeding of the military-industrial com
plex about which President Eisenhower 
so eloquently spoke as he was complet
ing his tenure of office. 

The question is, can we develop a 
way whereby a President, not just 
President Clinton, not just a Demo
cratic President, any President, work
ing with the Congress, can get a better 
control over spending, not just appro
priations, but also other types of 
spending, keeping in mind that the Ap
propriations Committee has control 
only over about a third of the total 
budget? 

It will not be easy, Mr. President. It 
is a very complex problem, and it will 
require a great deal of thought and ef
fort to make this come about, if indeed 
it can be made to come about. 

Only last week the House passed a 
bill , and the bill has been sent to the 
Senate. That bill provides that the 
President may within 3 calendar days 
following the enactment of an appro
priations bill send to the House of Rep-

resentatives a message and a bill incor
porating rescissions which he would 
suggest be made, and the House of Rep
resentatives within a very few calendar 
days would be required to introduce 
that bill by the President, send it to 
the Appropriations Committee of the 
House, and in a very short timespan 
the Appropriations Committee of the 
House would be required to report that 
bill or it would be considered to be 
automatically reported together with a 
committee substitute. Then under a 
very short time limitation for debate, 
something like 4 hours in the House, 
the House would be expected to pass 
the President's bill, and send it to the 
Senate, or if the President's bill were 
to be rejected, then the House would 
take up the complete substitute re
ported by the Appropriations Commit
tee of the House. And if the President's 
bill were to be rejected by the House, 
the House then would vote on the com
plete substitute reported by the Appro
priations Committee and presumably 
pass that substitute and send it to the 
Senate. 

In either case, whether a President's 
bill were passed by the House and sent 
to the Senate or rejected by the House 
and then the Appropriations Commit
tee substitute from the House be sent 
to the Senate, that bill or that sub
stitute would be sent to the Senate Ap
propriations Committee. The Senate 
Appropriations Committee would have 
a very brief few days in which to report 
back the bill, if indeed the bill were the 
vehicle sent over by the House or to re
port the House committee substitute, 
if that came over instead. 

The Senate Appropriations Commit
tee would report one or the other, 
whichever came to the Senate, along 
with a Senate Appropriations Commit
tee substitute. Then the Senate would 
take up the House measure, whether it 
be the President's bill or the House 
committee substitute, vote on it first; 
if it is rejected, the Senate would take 
up the Senate Appropriations Commit
tee substitute. All this is to be done 
within 10 hours of debate on this Sen
ate floor. 

Mr. President, it boggles the imagi
nation to try to comprehend just how 
such a measure came to be put to
gether, and I do not question for a mo
ment the good intentions of the House 
Members. They could have sent much 
worse to the Senate. But, Mr. Presi
dent, it has all the makings of a bill 
that was totally put together during 
debate on the floor of the House of Rep
resentatives. 

I compliment the House leadership 
on both sides of the aisle and the House 
Members that they at least made the 
effort, they tried to do something. But 
what we have here in the Senate now is 
the House measure that stands the leg
islative process on its head, in that in
stead of voting on amendments first 
and then on the bill, the House and 

Senate vote on the bill first and, if it is 
rejected, they then vote on a substitute 
amendment. No amendments would be 
in order from the floor of either body. 
No amendments are in order. It is, take 
it or leave it. Take the President's bill 
in the House, or, if that bill is rejected, 
take the committee substitute in its 
entirety from the House Appropria
tions Committee, but with no amend
ments from the floor. 

In the Senate, we must accept the 
President's bill that is sent over from 
the House, or the committee substitute 
that is sent over from the House and 
send it to the Senate Appropriations 
Committee and bring it back without 
substantive change, accompanied only 
by a complete committee substitute. 
Debate on the Senate floor would be 
limited to 10 hours, with no floor 
amendments in order. The Senate 
would be limited to a vote up or down 
on a House-passed vehicle, and if that 
were rejected, the Senate would be 
then limited to a vote up or down on 
the Senate committee substitute-and 
I repeat, no floor amendments in order. 

Mr. President, I wonder what we have 
come to in this body. if the Senate of 
the United States is expected to take 
up a matter of such importance, debate 
it in a short time period, which can be 
further reduced by a nondebatable mo
tion approved by a majority, and re
quired to act without any amendment 
from the floor. 

I cannot conceive of Senators in my 
day and time-when I first came to the 
Senate or for a long time thereafter
accepting this kind of a proposal. Of 
course, we did not have the massive 
deficits back then. That was before the 
trickle-down, supply-side theory of 
Reaganomics hit Washington like a 
storm. But even so, I cannot picture 
those Senators accepting a legislative 
approach in which the Senate would be 
bound and gagged and unable to offer 
amendments from the floor. And, as a 
matter of fact, the House measure says 
that that provision cannot even be 
changed by unanimous consent. No 
unanimous-consent request would be in 
order in either body to allow amend
ments from the floor. 

Is the Senate going to accept this 
kind of a gag proposition? I wonder. I 
wonder. 

Mr. President, the Senate which was 
originally created in Rome, was meant 
to be made up of a body of old men; not 
the swiftest of the swift, nor the 
strongest of the strong, but the wisest 
of the wise. 

That is the reason why they were to 
be old men. They were to have the ex
perience of a lifetime and the lessons 
learned in the hard school of experi
ence for their guidance. 

And so Romulus, the legendary 
founder of Rome, created a Senate of 
old men, 100 noblemen. 

I suppose that one who has lived as 
long as I have-because God has so 
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blessed me with a long life beyond the 
psalmist's span-can look back over a 
lifetime of '{5 years and in that time 
will have been taught by experience 
some things-perhaps only a few; per
haps many things. Some people, after 
75 years, will be more wise than others; 
some perhaps not very wise at all. 

But if one is to gain in wisdom by 
virtue of his long years of life, how 
much more will he gain in wisdom if he 
studies the lives of other men? If he 
studies history as it bridges the cen
turies of time, he then becomes the re
cipient, the beneficiary of the wisdom 
of hundreds of lifetimes stretching 
back into the dim mists of antiquity. 
That is why we are told to study his
tory. 

Cicero, a great Roman senator, said 
that one "ought to be acquainted with 
the history of the events of past ages. 
To be ignorant of what occurred before 
you were born is to remain al ways a 
child. For what is the worth of human 
life unless it is woven in to the life of 
our ancestors by the records of his
tory?" 

Machiavelli told the Prince to study 
history; to study the victories and de
feats of others so that one might gain 
therefrom and achieve the one or avoid 
the other, and to emulate some great 
person as Alexander the Great did 
Achilles or as Caesar did Alexander the 
Great, or as Scipio did Cyrus the Great. 

This is Machiavelli writing in "The 
Prince." 

Well, I have taken Cicero's words to 
heart quite a long time ago and I have 
attempted to look at history, ancient 
history as well as the · history of Eng
land and American history. I have at
tempted, through several years of pa
tient and laborious study, to get a 
broad view of history. Herodotus, who 
lived between the years circa 484 and 
424 B.C., wrote about the Persian em
pire, about the empire of Cyrus and 
Cambyses and Darius the Great. 
Thucydides-the Athenian commander 
who was exiled for 20 years because he 
failed to come to the relief of 
Amphipolis against Brasidas, the bril
liant Spartan general-Thucydides 
picked up where Herodotus left off. 

Thucydides was a man who saw more 
clearly, inquired more responsibly, and 
reported more honestly than other an
cient historians and lived between the 
years 460 and 400 B.C. circa. Xenophon, 
a student of Socrates, picked up where 
Thucydides left off, and his "Anabasis" 
describes the expedition of Cyrus the 
Younger into Persia-the expedition 
and then the retreat after the battle of 
Cunaxa, which took place in 401 B.C. 
Xenophon, who was elected general by 
the 10,000 Greek mercenaries, writes 
the history of that retreat, which re
quired 7 or 8 months and covered a dis
tance of about 1,500 miles. 

Xenophon lived between 434 and 355 
B.C. 

But to come more to the point of 
what we are discussing here, Mon
tesquieu had a great impact upon our 

constitutional Framers. They were 
very conversant with the English expe
rience, the long struggle for liberty by 
Englishmen against tyrannical mon
archs. They were also well versed in 
the political theory and philosophy of 
Mon- tesquieu. Mon
tesquieu was born 100 years before the 
first Senate met. He was born in 1689; 
died in 1755. In other words, he died 
just 32 years before our constitutional 
fore bears met in Philadelphia in 1787. 
They were very cognizant of his politi
cal theory. 

Montesquieu believed that the judi
cial, executive, and legislative powers 
should be separated. If they were kept 
separated, the result would be political 
freedom, because the checks and bal
ances would act, one against the other. 
But if these various powers were 
concentered in one man, as in France, 
then the result would be tyranny. 

Montesquieu visited the more impor
tant and larger political divisions of 
Europe and spent a considerable time 
in England. As a matter of fact, his 
longest stay was in England. His Eng
lish connections had a tremendous in
fluence on the development of his po
E tical philosophy. 

We are acquainted with his "Spirit of 
the Laws," and with his "Persian Let
ters," but perhaps we are not so well 
acquainted with the fact that he also 
wrote a history of Rome. He wrote a 
philosophical analysis, rather, I should 
say, of the history of the Romans and 
the Roman state. And it is, I think, 
quite accurate to say that contem
porary English institutions and the 
history of Rome, more than any other 
things, influenced the general system 
of Montesquieu's political theory and 
philosophy. 

Therefore, if one is to understand our 
own Constitution better, how it came 
into being, why it came into being, 
from where it sprang, one then should 
be somewhat familiar with Mon
tesquieu's political theory and, follow
ing in Montesquieu's tracks, also study 
Roman history. 

Montesquieu, in 1734, produced his fa
mous essay, "Consideration on the 
Causes of the Greatness of the Romans 
and Their Decline." So why can't it be 
said that if Rome and the state system 
of the Romans and the history of the 
Roman people helped to influence 
Montesquieu's political theory con
cerning checks and balances and the 
separation of powers, and if Mon
tesquieu's political theory influenced 
our American forebears in their writ
ing of the United States Constitution, 
then why can it not be said that the 
history of Rome and the Romans, as 
well as the history of England and Eng
lishmen, influenced our forefathers as 
they sat, in the summer of 1787, in 
Philadelphia and hammered out this 
marvelous document to which we refer 
as the United States Constitution? 

We take an oath every time we are 
sworn in as new Members and as Mem
bers who are reelected. I have taken 

that oath many times. I have adminis
tered that oath many times to other 
Senators. 

Mr. President, as I have attempted to 
evaluate and analyze some of these 
questions, and particularly the one 
that I am discussing- that of separa
tion of powers, checks and balances, 
line-item veto, enhanced rescissions, 
expedited rescission, and so on and so 
on-I have wondered if we Senators 
really think much about our oath of of
fice. We take the oath. I wonder if, dur
ing the following 6 years, we give any 
further thought to that oath, to its 
meaning and to the responsibilities and 
duties that devolve upon us by virtue 
of our having sworn that oath in the 
presence of our colleagues and with our 
hand on the Bible and with the closing 
words, "So help me God." 

I am made to wonder, as I have sat 
here year after year these last few 
years, and have witnessed the attacks 
made upon Congress and upon the leg
islative process and upon the appro
priations process and upon the Con
stitution, its checks and balances and 
separation of powers, I have wondered 
how much we Senators really think 
about the oath that we took when we 
were sworn into office. It is easy to 
judge others and it is easy to be wrong 
in one's judgment of others. But I am 
constrained to wonder how much we 
really stop and reflect on that solemn 
oath that we take to support and de
fend the Constitution of the United 
States against all enemies, foreign and 
domestic. 

I have read the work of many histo
rians concerning Rome and the Ro
mans. For example, Polybius, who 
lived between the years 205 and 125 B.C. 

Then the first-century B.C. histo
rians: Diodorus of Sicily; Dionysius of 
Halicarnassus; Cornelius Nepos; Gaius 
Sallustius Crispus, who was born in 86 
B.C. and died in 34 B.C.; Julius Caesar, 
himself, author of "The Gallic Wars," 
who lived between 100 B.C. and 44 B.C. 

Then came those historians who 
bridged the birth of Christ, whose lives 
and writings were both before Christ 
and after· Christ: Titus Livius, born 59 
B.C. and died in 17 A.D; Paterculus, 19 
B.C. to 30 A.D.; Trogus, who lived in 
both B.C. and A.D. 

Then, in the first and second cen
turies following the birth of Christ: 
Mestrius Plutarchus, or Plutarch, the 
great biographer, who lived in the 
years circa 46 A.D. to 120; Cornelius 
Tacitus, a great Roman historian, 55 
A.D. to 120, or a little afterward; 
Suetonius, who lived from 70 to 
140 A.D. 

And then those historians of the sec
ond century A.D.: Arrianus; Appianus, 
or Appian; and Florus. 

Then those who bridged the second 
and third centuries: Cassius Dio 
Cocceianus, whose life extended from 
155 A.D. to 240 A.D. 
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Then, the fourth century historians: 

Eutropius and Ammianus Marcellinus, 
both of whom served under Julian II 
during his invasion of Persia-Julian, 
whose reign extended from 361 to 
363 A.D. 

Then, the fifth-century historian: 
Zosimus; and the sixth-century histo
rian, Procopius, whose lifespan ex
tended from about 500 to about 565 A.D. 

And then one of the greatest of all 
historians, Gibbon, who lived between 
the years 1737 and 1794. 

What I am saying is, here is a mas
sive library of Roman historians living 
and writing from the time of Polybius 
in the second century before Christ to 
the sixth century A.D., 800 years of his
torians who wrote much about contem
porary happenings. Polybius, for exam·· 
ple, was at the final destruction of 
Carthage in 146 B.C. 

What did Polybius say about the 
Roman oath? Polybius said, "Among 
the Romans, whether in accounting for 
public or private funds, the people are 
trustworthy because of the oath they 
have taken." Montesquieu said that, 
when it came to the oath, the Roman 
people were the most religious people 
in the world because that oath formed 
the nerve of their military discipline. 

The Romans took the oath seriously. 
Lucius Junius Brutus, who historically 
was one of the first two consuls, along 
with Collatinus Tarquinius, made the 
Roman people swear an oath that never 
again would they subject themselves to 
the rule of kings. Lucius Junius Bru
tus, the great, great ancestor of 
Marcus Junius Brutus- who partici
pated in the assassination of Caesar
Lucius Junius Brutus, after the rule by 
kings of 243 years, became one of the 
first two consuls, and he made the Ro
mans swear, as I say, that they would 
never again subject themselves to the 
rule of kings. 

Lucius Junius Brutus, when he later 
learned that his own two sons, Titus 
and Tiberius, were participating in a 
conspiracy to bring back the Etruscan 
kings, had his two sons executed be
cause they had broken their oath and 
proved to be traitors. Such was the so
lemnity of the Roman oath. 

Mr. President, I want, if I can, over 
the next few days and weeks, to try to 
focus on Roman history and the his
tory of England so that we might bet
ter understand, from a broader perspec
tive, the subject about which we are 
talking. This marvelous political sys
tem of separation of powers and checks 
and balances did not spring full-blown 
from the brains of those men at Phila
delphia. It was the product of experi
ence, knowledge, and history. The 
Framers had a broad perspective. And 
that is what I would hope that we 
would seek to achieve: A broad perspec
tive, so that we can better focus upon 
this Constitution and the meaning of 
separation of powers and checks and 
balances; how they came into being; 

what they mean for us; and not just 
look at them through the narrow glass 
of contemporary polls, not just look at 
them through the narrow glass of polit
ical and partisan gain, and like 
demagogs, fall victim to the Alcibiades 
syndrome. Alcibiades was a young man 
in a hurry with a silver tongue, who 
placed his own personal and political 
interests ahead of the national inter
ests. 

I am afraid that we, all of us, from 
time to time, succumb to the 
Alcibiades syndrome, putting our own 
selfish political, partisan interests 
ahead of the national interest, ahead of 
the public interest. And so I want, as 
we approach the time when the leader 
will understandably call up this meas
ure, I want us to attempt to focus more 
on this matter in the way I have de
scribed it and to back off from it just 
a little bit and see if we cannot see the 
forest as well as the trees. I think if we 
do this, we will know more than we 
now know, and we will be better able to 
reflect upon just what our duty is in 
today's Senate. 

Aaron Burr, after he had served 4 
years as Vice President of the United 
States, upon leaving the presiding offi
cer's chair in the old Chamber down 
the hall, made a speech to the Senate 
as he departed therefrom for the last 
time, and it was a speech that gripped 
the attention of Senators. We are told 
that for several minutes thereafter, 
after he had departed through the 
doors, Senators were speechless. Some 
of them were in tears. 

Burr had made a great speech. He had 
murdered Alexander Hamilton at 
Weehawken, NJ, and had presided over 
an impeachment trial. At the close of 
his speech, he said this: 

This House is a sanctuary, a citadel of law, 
of order, and of liberty. And it is here, it is 
here in this exalted refuge, here will resist
ance be made to the storms of political fren
zy and the silent arts of corruption, and if 
the Constitution be destined ever to perish 
by the sacrilegious hands of the demagogue 
or the usurper, which God avert, its expiring 
agonies will be witnessed on this floor. 

Mr. President, I have thought many 
times, and I am thinking now that, as 
we approach this subject of so-called 
expedited rescissions in which the Sen
ate, if it adopts this measure, will de
prive itself of its freedom and preroga
tive to offer amendments, I have won
dered if this perhaps may not be the 
culmination of the prophecy by Burr. 
To me it is that kind of a serious mat
ter. 

It is not a matter of concern to me 
because of my being chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee . I have read 
with great amusement all the scenarios 
about why Senator Byrd opposes the 
line-item veto. It would get in the way 
of his ability to earmark appropria
tions for West Virginia, some have 
said. 

These are amusing scenarios that 
people who see spooks behind every 

shadow are very able to come up with. 
But they do not know the legislative 
process. Most of the earmarking is 
done in committee reports, not in the 
appropriations bills themselves. The 
President cannot veto a committee re
port. 

Mr. President, my opposition to 
these half-baked theories and ap
proaches has absolutely nothing to do 
with my being chairman of the Appro
priations Committee, nothing. 

1 have a reverence for this institu
tion. I have a reverence for the legisla
tive branch under the Constitution. I 
have a reverence for the separation of 
powers and checks and balances of the 
Constitution. I have a reverence for 
American history. I have a reverence 
for the history of England. I have a 
reverence for the history of the Ro
mans. I have a reverence for history. 

I believe, Mr. President, we have a 
covenant with the past. We have a cov
enant both with our forebears, fore
bears who were willing to pledge their 
lives and their fortunes and their sa
cred honor for us. We have a covenant 
with them. 

We have a covenant with the past. 
And we have a covenant with the fu
ture. We have a covenant with our chil
dren. We have a covenant with the 
grandchildren of the people who sit at 
that desk there. We have a covenant 
with the past and with the future. 

Tacitus said, when you go into bat
tle, remember your ancestors and your 
posterity. I think, Mr. President, that 
we are perhaps about to break that 
covenant with the past and with the fu
ture. So I want in the days ahead for us 
all to think seriously about this mat
ter. Then when the decision time 
comes, hopefully, we will think of our 
oath. We will reflect on that covenant 
that we have with the past. We will re
flect on that covenant we have with 
the future-a future which is rep
resented by these young pages here, 
and by my children, my grandchildren, 
and theirs. 

We cannot ignore that covenant, Mr. 
President. We cannot take it lightly. 
We are links in a vital chain both to 
the dead and to the unborn. We are, at 
one and the same time, the sons of 
sires who sleep in calm assurance, that 
we will not betray the trust that they 
confided to our hands; and the sires of 
sons who wait confident, in the beyond, 
that we will not cheat them of their 
birthright. 

I close, therefore, in the spirit of 
those immortal lines by Kipling: 
Our fathers in a woundrous age , 

Ere yet the Earth was small , 
Ensured to us an heritage, 

And doubted not at all 
That we, the children of their heart, 

Which then did beat so high, 
In later time should play like part 

For our posterity. 
Then fretful murmur not they gave 

So great a charge to keep, 
Nor dream that awestruck time shall sa ve 

Their labour while we sleep. 
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Dear-bought and clear, a thousand year 

Our fathers ' title runs. 
Make we likewise their sacrifice, 

Defrauding not our sons. 
Mr. KRUEGER. I thank the Chair. I 

yield myself such time as I may re
quire. 

CELEBRATING THE LIFE OF 
CESAR CHAVEZ 

Mr. KRUEGER. The distinguished 
majority leader has honored me today 
by asking me to serve as chairman of 
the Senate Democratic Hispanic task 
force, and this morning, May 5, Cinco 
de Mayo, is a day of celebration in the 
Hispanic community. 

Several members of the task force 
will wish today to acclaim the con
tributions that Mexican-Americans 
have made to our great Nation, and 
they will wish in particular to honor 
one Mexican-American, the revered 
Cesar Chavez. 

The majority leader earlier this 
morning spoke about Cesar Chavez. I 
should like today to add to his com
ments, and I would particularly ask 
our colleagues to join not in mourning 
his death but, rather, to celebrate the 
life of this great man, a migrant who 
labored in other men's fields, an orga
nizer, an inspiration, and a standard 
bearer of a nation's conscience. 

It is altogether fitting and proper 
that we honor Cesar Chavez today, May 
5, because Cinco de Mayo is a day cele
brating the valor and determination of 
the Mexican people, and Cesar Chavez 
led his nonviolent troops to greater 
independence and dignity. The story of 
Cesar Chavez is the story of one man 
who rallied an underpaid, poorly 
housed, ill-clothed and ill-treated le
gion and gave them the courage and 
dignity to demand respect. 

Cesar Chavez showed us a nation 
within a nation, and what he showed us 
shamed us. He showed us the cruelty 
behind comforts. He showed us wretch
ed poverty that minted weal th. He 
showed us faces which, but for twist of 
chance, could have been our own. And 
in those faces we saw children without 
childhood. 

We saw parents without hope. We saw 
life without joy, and often misery with
out end. 

Ona man, Cesar Chavez, stood and 
said, "No more, enough." So it was. 
People from all stations of life joined 
him, even those whose money and dis
tance from hardship gave them little 
reason to do so. Perhaps Cesar Chavez 
showed them that no harvest is a good 
harvest when those who do the work do 
not share in the bounty. 

Cesar Chavez certainly was not the 
first to bear this message. Eleanor 
Roosevelt, Sinclair Lewis, John 
Steinbeck, Edward R. Murrow, Martin 
Luther King- these and many others, 
spoke before and alongside Cesar Cha
vez. 

I am reminded of Abraham Lincoln's 
remarks in his second inaugural when 
he said: 

It may seem strange that any men should 
dare to ask a just God's assistance in wring
ing their bread from the sweat of other 
men's faces, but let us judge not, that we be 
not judged. 

Chavez belongs as an equal in Lin
coln's eloquent company. He was 
America's most recognized Mexican
American leader. He was a man who de
fined Mexican-Americans as a minority 
with unique heritage and concerns. But 
in his courage, his convictions, and his 
faith he was one of those men and 
women from a mold undeniably and es
sentially American. 

Cesar Chavez never realized his 
dream of forging a nationwide organi
zation. In much of America, farm
workers today continue to toil for low 
wages, and little security, and less pro
tection against abuse. But his dream is 
not dust, and the good he did is not in
terred with him. La Lucha-the Strug
gle-continues, and the spirit of Cesar 
Chavez continues to guide it. 

I am reminded of the words of the 
great Mexican liberator, Benito Juarez: 
"El respeto al derecho ajeno es la paz." 
"Respecting rights of others is the 
basis of peace." 

The problems of the working poor 
grow each year. They are the problems 
of people who suffer not a lack of jobs, 
but a lack of life-enriching jobs; not a 
lack of housing, but a lack of decent 
housing; not a lack of schools, but a 
lack of education that leads to a better 
life. But these are problems with solu
tions. We can find them. This Cham
ber's belief in what is right, what is hu
mane, and what is essentially Amer
ican, demands that we find them. 

Today, we honor Cesar Chavez on the 
Cinco de Mayo. I thank you, Mr. Presi
dent, for the opportunity to speak on 
this occasion. 

Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The majority leader. 

THE DEATH OF CESAR CHAVEZ 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, 

today, all of Mexico and millions of 
Mexican-Americans celebrate the holi
day of Cinco de Mayo. This day com
memorates the victory of Mexican 
troops over more numerous French in
vaders at Puebla on May 5, 1862. That 
battle was a turning point in Mexican 
history. It was the first irreversible 
step in Mexican independence. It en
sured that Mexicans would rule their 
own nation free of European interven
tion. 

To Mexicans, and to Americans of 
Mexican descent, this day symbolizes 
the best in Mexican heritage and cul
ture-the ability and the will to per
severe and overcome adversity. It un
derscores the importance of self-deter
mination and it reminds people of 

Mexican descent everywhere of the 
price and the value of freedom. 

Perhaps no Mexican-American has 
better demonstrated these characteris
tics than Cesar Chavez. When he died 
on April 22, it was not only farm
workers in the United States who suf
fered a loss. His death was a loss for all 
Mexican-Americans and for every 
American. 

Cesar Chavez' compelled admiration 
from supporters and opponents alike. 
His energy was unremitting. 

His efforts ended only with his phys
ical death. But the spirit he brought to 
the farmworkers of the country did not 
die with his body. It is a legacy that 
will survive to better their condition 
and to enrich the long American tradi
tion of working for fairness and equity 
for all the people who live in our Na
tion. 

Cesar Chavez was a man of principle. 
He was a man of commitment. From 
his own childhood he observed the con
sequences of migrant farm life. His 
family moved often and owned little. 
He had little formal education. He 
watched while his family worked hard 
for less than a living wage. He lived a 
life with no daily job security. 

Cesar Chavez decided that a system 
that did not respect human rights, a 
system that treated people as expend
able, a system that promoted Third 
World living standards in the United 
States, was wrong. He committed his 
life to changing that system; 

He gave a voice to the voiceless; he 
gave the promise of bargaining 
strength to the powerless. He gave 
hope, for the first time, to people who 
felt they were marginal. 

While much remains to be done in 
improving conditions for migrant 
farmworkers, Chavez' accomplishments 
can never be undone. 

Cesar Chavez made farmworkers a 
visible and vocal part of American life. 
Until he organized the grape boycott 
and the lettuce workers, few Ameri
cans gave much thought to where their 
produce came from; few thought about 
the human labor that brought them 
fresh salads out of season; few won
dered how they raised their children, 
how their children got schooling, how 
these people lived. Chavez changed that 
ignorance. He shone a light on condi
tions that Americans recognized and 
rejected, and his work and his efforts 
made a difference in the lives of count
less families. 

Cesar Chavez showed the poor and 
disenfranchised that collectively they 
could bring about change. His successes 
in bringing about improvements in 
wages and living conditions for mi
grant farmworkers gave hope to all 
Americans who faced adversity. 

Most importantly, Cesar Chavez 
brought hope and respect to Mexican
Americans. Despite the hardships in 
his own life-the poverty, discrimina
tion and lack of formal education-
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Cesar Chavez demonstrated that the 
human spirit-the spirit of Cinco de 
Mayo-can rise above and surmount 
any adversity. 

He showed that determination and 
perseverance can get the attention of 
Americans; he showed that injustice 
and unfairness will command the sup
port and sympathy of ordinary Ameri
cans. 

The response he got from the Amer
ican public and its elected officials 
demonstrated that ours is truly an 
open society with room for all cultures 
and space for the hopes of the least 
among us. 

Although Cesar Chavez is now gone, 
his legacy will never die. What he 
taught all Americans about compas
sion and commitment will never be for
gotten. What he .4tught Mexican-Amer
icans about perseverance and over
coming adversity can never be erased. 

On this day of celebration of our Na
tion's Mexican-American heritage, it is 
fitting that we take a few moments to 
remember the contributions of Cesar 
Chavez. His is a legacy in which all 
Americans can justly take pride and 
hope for a better future. 

Mr. KRUEGER. At this time, I should 
like to yield such time as may be 
consumed by my friend, the Senator 
from California [Mrs. BOXER]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator 
BOXER. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, it is 
with grief yet hope that I rise today to 
honor Cesar Chavez. I am grieved be
cause Californians, the Latino commu
nity, and the American farmworkers, 
have all lost a great hero. Cesar Chavez 
proved that victory could grow from 
the fertile seeds of unity, the fertile 
seeds of action, and the fertile seeds of 
mission. And, we can all learn from 
that because sometimes, Mr. President, 
we have to be patient when we plant 
these seeds. 

Cesar Chavez . was a voice for the 
voiceless; a leader for the leaderless; 
and a force for hope and change during 
a time when our farmworkers so des
perately needed both. 

For Cesar Chavez, the bleak condi
tions facing California's farmworkers 
were much more than empty statistics. 
Mr. President, we see statistics all the 
time. The challenge is to get beyond 
the statistics and reach the people. 
Having served as a migrant worker 
himself, Cesar Chavez knew what it 
was like to live with inhumane condi
tions; to get sick without any benefits; 
to support a family on impossibly low 
wages; even, Mr. President, to go with
out simple things like running water. 

Mr. President, Cesar Chavez knew 
that without the fundamental right to 
bargain, nothing could be done about 
any of it. So, he organized the people 
to fight for the basic rights that 
human beings deserve when they work 
hard. From small meetings to large 
labor halls, the United Farm Workers 

was created by a man who would dedi
cate his life to its cause. 

Cesar Chavez had a vision, a vision of 
a world where everyone of us, from the 
most powerful to the least fortunate, 
has the right to be treated with equal
ity, and respect, and dignity. 

As 35,000 people gathered to pay their 
last respects to Cesar Chavez, I was 
struck by how fitting the funeral cere
mony was. It took place in Forty 
Acres, CA. In 1968, this was the site of 
his first public fast where he called at
tention to the inhumane working con
ditions of farmworkers. In 1970, Mr. 
President, it was the place the Central 
Valley farmworkers signed their first 
union contract. And, in 1993, it became 
the place where farmworkers would 
come from all over the Nation to honor 
the legacy of this great man. 

As they entered the city, the mourn
ers sang, they chanted, they beat 
drums, and held up signs. And one of 
these signs appropriately read, "Cesar 
Chavez-In Nuestras Vidas Para 
Siempre." And that means, Cesar Cha
vez-in our lives foreover. 

Mr. President, I can think of no more 
appropriate thing to say about our 
great leaders, because after they are 
gone, if they stood for something, if 
they fought for something, if they 
worked for something, and if they died 
for something, then they are truly in 
our lives forever. 

I know that Cesar Chavez will be in 
the lives of Americans forever. And, if 
he were here today, this is what he 
would say. He would tell us that the 
conditions of the migrant workers are 
still bleak; that a decade of neglect has 
washed over many of his gains; that 
workers from California to Florida 
need a voice; and that it is time to cre
ate jobs for our people, Mr. President-
decent paying jobs for our people. 

I really want to thank my distin
guished colleagues Senator KRUEGER 
and Senator SIMON, for inviting me to 
participate in this very special eulogy. 

It is fitting that we have chosen this 
day-Cinco de Mayo-to honor this 
great man. Today we commemorate 
the historic battle of 1862, a battle in 
which a much smaller Mexican Army 
held off an invasion from the French 
forces. It was really the tale of a David 
versus Goliath victory. 

Cesar Chavez was the David of the 
American farmworker. He taught that 
there is strength in numbers and power 
in unity. He had the courage to take on 
the tough fights and the fortitude to 
never quit. He really was the personi
fication of the American spirit: inde
pendent, strong, courageous. 

Mr. President, Cesar Chavez' great
ness of spirit will continue to serve as 
an inspiration to all Americans, what
ever race, color, or creed. It is time for 
us to take the lessons that he so elo
quently taught and-in his name and in 
the names of other great leaders like 
Martin Luther King-to continue the 

fight for decency, for compassion, for 
hope, and for equality. And I know that 
if we do that, that would be the best 
tribute that we could give to Cesar 
Chavez. 

Mr. President, I yield my time back 
to my colleague from Texas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DOR
GAN). The Senator from Texas. 

Mr. KRUEGER. I thank my distin
guished colleague from California for 
returning t.he time. I thank her for her 
very eloquent statement. 

There is a dicho: Lo cue se apprende 
en la cuna dura papra siempre: "What 
we learn in the cradle lasts forever." I 
think what Cesar Chavez learned from 
the cradle was a fundamental compas
sion and extraordinary strength that 
allowed him to lead people for so long. 
And of course he lived so much of his 
life in the State of my distinguished 
colleague from California. The whole 
Nation respects it. 

CESAR CHAVEZ 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, 

today I would like to honor the mem
ory of Cesar Chavez who died on April 
23, 1993. Cesar Chavez will be remem
bered as a hero for the plight of mi
grant farmworkers, a civil rights lead
er and a role model for Hispanics. His 
work impacted thousands by creating 
change for migrant farmworkers and 
ethnic and racial minorities, Cesar 
Chavez influenced an entire generation 
of Hispanic leadership. Cesar Chavez 
was a realist who worked to make his 
visions of equality and basic human 
rights tangible for migrant workers. 
Due to Chavez' efforts as founder and 
president of the United Farm Workers 
of America, working conditions for 
farmworkers improved throughout the 
United States. 

Cesar Chavez taught farmworkers 
about their basic human rights and 
how to peacefully and productively at
tain a just and improved quality of life. 
Chavez was able to cause change be
cause he lived the struggles of the mi
grant worker. He and his family were 
subjugated by the discriminations in
flicted upon migrant workers. Intel
ligent and charismatic, Cesar Chavez 
cleared the passage to a more humane 
life for poorly paid Mexican-American 
migrant workers. Due primarily to his 
efforts, the California Legislature in 
1975 passed the Nation's first collective 
bargaining act for continental U.S. 
farmworkers. 

For Cesar Chavez, the union rep
resented a cause. He brought the plight 
of the farmworker to the American 
public. Cesar Chavez drew attention to 
the dangers for consumers caused by 
agricultural pesticides. He helped not 
only the migrant worker but also 
urban Mexican-Americans who were 
working for more educational opportu
nities, improved housing and political 
representation. The movement led to 
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health care, retirement programs, im
proved wages and better living condi 
tions for farmworkers. 

The soft-spoken and fearless Chavez 
organized many voter registration 
drives and has been considered one of 
the best grassroots leaders of all time. 
He addressed issues such as mistreat
ment by immigration authorities, po
lice and welfare officials. The expanse 
of Cesar Chavez work was infinite. 

Epitomizing faith and strength, 
Cesar Chavez was a selfless man who 
dedicated his life to improving the 
lives of others. Chavez' vision and love 
for mankind will be forever eternized 
in those who will be treated with fair
ness, respect and dignity. We will not 
forget Cesar Chavez' struggles and we 
all must continue striving so that all 
may live a life with basic civil and 
human rights. 

THE PASSING OF CESAR CHAVEZ 
Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I rise 

today to join my colleagues in rec
ognizing the passing of Cesar Chavez. A 
great friend of labor and civil rights, 
Chavez dedicated his life to improving 
the conditions under which migrant 
farmworkers and other laborers toil 
the land in California. From the fields 
of the fertile San Joaquin Valley, he 
rose to become a leader in the struggle 
for human and civil rights in our soci
ety. 

Chavez was no stranger to the plight 
of migrant farmworkers. Because his 
family lost their farm during the De
pression, he began moving at a young 
age from one migrant camp to another, 
harvesting crops in the arid valleys of 
California. In 1965, he burst onto the 
national scene as the president of the 
fledgling United Farm Workers Union. 
Influenced by the teachings of Gandhi, 
he effectively used strikes and fasts to 
fight growers and shippers who for dec
ades refused to allow farmworkers to 
unionize. 

Before workers in California union
ized, they earned on average less than 
$1.40 per hour in a $4 billion industry, 
received no fringe benefits, and had no 
standing to challenge abuses by ex
ploitative employers and contractors. 
For these downtrodden workers, he 
won pay increases, eligibility for medi
cal insurance and employer paid pen
sions, and protection from employer 
abuses. He won all these benefits for 
workers who had, until that period, 
often suffered from the lack of clean 
drinking water and bathrooms in the 
fields. 

Who could forget Chavez' leadership 
of the 1968 boycott of California table 
grapes. That boycott, which was ex
tremely successful at calling attention 
to the plight of migrant farmworkers , 
culminated in an emotional 300-mile 
march by Mexican and Filipino work
ers from Delano, CA to the State cap
itol in Sacramento. 

He enjoyed other successes as well. In 
1974, Chavez achieved the enactment of 
the Agricultural Relation's Act, which 
allowed California farmworkers to bar
gain collectively. 

This shy and humble man was a giant 
in the battle for worker's rights. His 
gains in the farm fields translated into 
tremendous gains for all Latinos and 
all Americans as well. Cesar Chavez 
was not just a labor leader, but an in
spiration to an entire generation of 
Americans who found meaning in his 
movement. He believed in and lived his 
cause, and made the world better for 
all of us as a result. 

CINCO DE MAYO COMMEMORATION 
OF CESAR CHAVEZ 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to one of the great 
leaders of our time. Cesar Chavez argu
ably did more for migrant farm labor
ers during his lifetime than a,nyone in 
our history. Mr. Chavez' efforts to 
unionize farmworkers brought real 
change to the lives of many people. In 
addition, Mr. Chavez inspired so many. 

Although we as a nation have not yet 
achieved all of his goals, and much re
mains to be done to improve the work
ing and living conditions of migrant la
borers, Mr. Chavez jump-started the 
process. The legacy of his human rights 
work resonates with us still 

Mr. KRUEGER. Mr. President, at this 
time I want to yield to my colleague 
from Illinois, Senator SIMON, such time 
as he may require, and I also yield him 
control of the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Illinois [Mr. SIMON] is recog
nized. 

LAUDING CESAR CHAVEZ 
Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I thank 

my distinguished colleague from 
Texas, and I appreciate the fact that he 
has paid tribute to Cesar Chavez. I had 
the opportunity to get to know Cesar 
Chavez slightly. I wish I could have had 
the opportunity to get to know him 
well. But I learned to have great re
spect for this leader of the United 
Farm Workers. 

Two days after his death, he was 
scheduled to speak in Rock Island, IL. 
What he did was to appeal to our sense 
of ideals. At the Simon household, on 
our refrigerator for many years we had 
that bumper sticker on there that said 
"Boycott Grapes," because he told us 
that we have to stand up for farm
workers. 

The distinguished Presiding Officer 
from North Dakota comes from rural 
territory, as I do down in deep southern 
Illinois. It is tough to organize farm
workers. Other than domestic workers 
who work in homes, it is probably the 
most difficult area to organize. Yet, 
there is no question that many farm
workers are among the poorest paid 

people in our society. I do not mean 
that disrespectfully to farmers and 
people that you and I work with. 

Cesar Chavez appealed to our sense of 
idealism. He marched with Martin Lu
ther King. He stood up for the good 
causes. He worked with Robert Ken
nedy, and I was pleased to see when I 
saw pictures of the casket being borne 
that Congressman JOE KENNEDY, Rob
ert Kennedy's son, was one of those 
there. I am positive that Cesar Chavez 
would have appreciated that. 

The Chicago Tribune, not noted as a 
particularly liberal journal, if I can put 
it modestly, had an editorial. I ask 
unanimous consent to have the full edi
torial printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Chicago Tribune , Apr. 27, 1993] 
CHAVEZ, THE FARM WORKER'S CHAMPION 

Americans did not need Cesar Chavez to 
tell them that migrant farm workers have 
hard lives. 

John Steinbeck dramatized that fact in his 
1939 novel " The Grapes of Wrath," which re
lated the Joad family 's attempt to start over 
in California after Oklahoma turned to dust. 

Broadcasting great Edward R. Murrow 
drove home the same point decades later. His 
" Harvest of Shame" TV program- it aired on 
the day after Thanksgiving 1960-pricked 
consciences nationwide with an engrossing 
depiction of the low-paid, poorly housed and 
generally ill-used cohort of laborers who 
moved from place to place harvesting vege
tables and fruit. 

While others described the problem with 
artistic eloquence, Cesar Chavez did some
thing extra-something of enormous impor
tance. He pursued a solution with doggedness 
and devotion, using his charisma and consid
erable skills as an activist and organizer. 

Chavez's solution-the unionization of 
farm workers-proved only a partial success. 
Seasonal field hands remain low on the eco
nomic and social ladder. 

By the time of his death last week, how
ever, Cesar Chavez, 66, had done more than 
any other person to brighten the prospects 
for farm workers and, not insignificantly, to 
raise public awareness of their plight. 

Chavez started the National Farm Workers 
Association in California in the early 1960s. 
The United Farm Workers of America 
evolved from this organization. 

Soon Chavez and his supporters, people of 
all walks of life drawn both by the David-vs.
Goliath struggle and by Chavez's self-effac
ing style, were deep into the business of sign
ing up union members and cajoling growers 
to sign union contracts. 

To bring pressure to bear where it was 
needed, the union organized strikes and boy
cotts and Chavez went on fasts. A boycott of 
table grapes, begun in 1968, won such wide
spread backing from consumers that the tar
geted California growers, rather than lose 
more money, capitulated and agreed to use 
union workers. 

Despite that victory and others, the UFW 
and Chavez never found themselves on an 
easy path to their objectives. The Teamsters 
got into the competition for members. Mech
anization cut into the demand for human 
harvesters. And, as sometimes happens with 
social movements, the Chavez-led enterprise 
lost luster as it aged into a mature labor 
union. 
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Still, Chavez persevered in a worthy cause. 

He stuck with his life's work, earning a place 
in history and the admiration of everyone 
who values commitment and strong convic
tions. 

Mr. SIMON. I will read part of that: 
By the time of his death last week, how

ever, Cesar Chavez, 66, had done more than 
any other person to brighten the prospects 
for farm workers and, not insignificantly, to 
raise public awareness of their plight. 

And then it went on to account the 
difficulties he had and concludes: 

Still, Chavez persevered in a worthy cause. 
He stuck with his life's work, earning a place 
in history and the admiration of everyone 
who values commitment and strong convic
tions. 

I think that is true. He made a mark 
as not too many people do. He was not 
a citizen of my State. He used to come 
in to Illinois periodically, and it was a 
real honor to work with him on a very 
few things. I wish I had worked with 
him on more things and had the oppor
tunity to get better acquainted with 
him. 

One final point, Mr. President. Cesar 
Chavez stood for those least fortunate 
in our society. And what we have to do 
in paying tribute to Cesar Chavez is 
not · simply laud him, this man who 
died so suddenly, but to also stand up 
for those less fortunate in our society. 
It is very easy in this body to get so 
wrapped up in the details and the mi
nutia of all of the legislation that we 
forget sometimes that people really 
need our help. They are not the people 
who contribute to our campaigns gen
erally, with rare exceptions; they are 
not the people who are pounding on our 
doors, or are on the phone, or have the 
hired lobbyists here. They are the peo
ple Cesar Chavez served, and we ought 
to be serving them, too. 

CESAR CHAVEZ-ONE OF THE 
HEROIC FIGURES OF OUR TIMES 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, last 

week we received the sad news of the 
death of one of the Nation's greatest 
leaders, Cesar Chavez. In the 1960's 
Robert Kennedy called him "one of the 
heroic figures of our times,'' and his 
leadership and example has continued 
to inspire millions of Americans for a 
quarter century after that. 

His untiring and nonviolent struggle 
on behalf of oppressed farmworkers 
touched the conscience of the Nation 
and inspired the downtrodden of Amer
ica to reach for a better tomorrow, and 
to insist that every human being, re
gardless of origins, is of worth. 

Cesar never forgot his humble begin
nings, and the lessons his parents 
passed on to him. They were struggling 
farmworkers themselves. They taught 
him the value of family, country, and 
faith, and the dignity of all human 
labor. 

The struggle for workers' rights was 
part of his life from the beginning. His 

father was active in efforts in San Jose 
to organize workers at a dried-fruit 
processing plant. Seeing his father's 
labor efforts, Chavez was convinced of 
the need for exploited workers to orga
nize themselves not only to seek better 
wages and working conditions, but to 
obtain their rightful place at the table 
of American democracy. 

He finished high school. After service 
in the Navy in World War II, he fol
lowed his parents into farm labor. By 
1952, he began pursuing his calling as a 
tireless champion for community 
empowerment, and he joined efforts to 
establish Mexican-American self-help 
groups in San Jose. He attended to the 
individual needs of hundreds of Mexi
can-Americans and immigrants who 
encountered problems and prejudice in 
dealing with the police, government 
services, and immigration authorities. 
Throughout a decade of community 
service in San Jose, he conducted a 
perpetual voter registration drive-al
ways seeking not only to help those in 
need, but to give them a voice in their 
own Government through the ballot. 
He would have understood the impor
tance of the voter registration reform 
that Congress is about to pass this 
week. 

In 1962, Cesar launched the enterprise 
for which he is most honored and re
membered today. He established the or
ganization which became the United 
Farm Workers Union. He convinced 
farmworkers that they could have a 
better future by working together to 
challenge the injustice around them. 
He helped the workers to organize 
peaceful marches, boycotts, strikes and 
civil disobedience to force the powerful 
growers to negotiate with them for bet
ter wages and working conditions. 

When Cesar's efforts began, farm
workers in California averaged less 
than $1.50 per hour. They had no bene
fits and were powerless to complain 
about abuses and unfair labor prac
tices. A silent generation of Americans 
considered the farmworkers a hopeless 
cause-the poorest of the poor. 

But under Cesar's leadership, the 
farmworkers began to rise from their 
knees. They won significant pay in
creases and, for the first time, migrant 
workers were eligible for medical in
surance, unemployment insurance, 
pensions, and had a mechanism for 
challenging employer abuses. The leg
acy of Cesar Chavez was being born, 
and it will never die. 

He held a special place in the life and 
respect and affection of the Kennedy 
family. In 1966, Senator Robert Ken
nedy, as a member of the Senate Labor 
Committee, conducted field hearings in 
California on the plight of the farm
workers. In his own unique way, Cesar 
enabled Robert Kennedy and millions 
of other Americans to see through the 
eyes of the farmworker-to see a world 
that was, in Robert Kennedy's phrase, 
a "dark and hopeless place." My broth-

er came away from that experience 
with a deep respect for the formidable 
task which Chavez had undertaken and 
the incredible moral leadership which 
Chavez provided in the campaign to 
challenge injustice and achieve peace
ful change. 

Robert Kennedy considered it a great 
honor when Cesar Chavez became one 
of his delegates from California in the 
1968 Presidential campaign. And Cesar 
played a major role in my brother's 
victory in the California primary that 
year. His first thought was that he 
wanted Cesar there with him to savor 
the moment. 

Despite the cruelty of the oppression 
which Cesar fought, his challenge was 
always peaceful. He was a disciple of 
Gandhi and Martin Luther King and 
their teachings of nonviolent struggle. 

While he fought tirelessly for farm
workers, he also challenged the Nation 
to think in new and different ways. His 
campaign was a campaign not just of 
workers rights but for the soul of 
America. He inspired the exploited and 
the poor to think of themselves as peo
ple of talent, not as victims. He chal
lenged all Americans to confront the 
injustices around them and to commit 
themselves to the view that if one per
son suffers, we are all diminished. If 
one person succeeds, it is a victory for 
us all. 

Cesar Chavez was one of the greatest 
pioneers for civil rights and human 
rights of our century. His tireless com
mitment to improve the plight of farm
workers profoundly touched the con
science of America and inspired mil
lions of others to work for justice in 
their own communities. 

Cesar leaves an extraordinary rich 
legacy for all of us-a legacy of hope 
for a better tomorrow, a legacy of com
mitment to those in need, and a legacy 
of challenge to all of us to do our ut
most for those whom justice still 
passes by. 

As we remember him today, his ex
ample inspires us to work harder to 
serve our Nation and our communities. 
As Cesar said, after one of his famous 
fasts for workers' rights: 

It is how we use our lives that determines 
what kind of men we are . It is my deepest be
lief that only by giving our lives do we find 
life. I am convinced that the truest act of 
courage, the strongest act of manliness, is to 
sacrifice ourselves for others in a totally 
nonviolent struggle for justice. 

Our thoughts and prayers are with 
Cesar's family as they face the loss of 
a husband, father, and grandfather. We 
honor them too, for generously sharing 
this great man with a country that des
perately needed him. Because of Cesar 
Chavez, America has forever changed 
for the better, and is closer to the 
ideals of justice and opportunity he 
fought so hard to reach. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that Robert Kennedy's address to 
the farmworkers in Delano, CA, in 
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March 1968, may be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

ADDRESS OF SENATOR ROBERT F . KENNEDY, 
DELANO, CA, MARCH 10, 1968 

This is a historic occasion. We have come 
here out of respect for one of the heroic fig
ures of our time-Cesar Chavez. But I also 
come here to congratulate all of you, you 
who are locked with Cesar in the struggle for 
justice for the farmworker , and the struggle 
for justice for the Spanish-speaking Amer
ican. I was here two years ago, almost to the 
day. Two years ago your union had not yet 
won a major victory. Now, elections have 
been held on ranch after ranch and the work
ers have spoken. They have spoken, and they 
have said, "We want a union." 

You are the first-not the first farm work
ers to organize-but the first to fight and tri
umph, over all the odds, without proper pro
tection from Federal law. 

You have won historic victories. 
Others, inspired by your example, have 

come to offer help-and they have helped. 
But the victories are yours and yours alone. 
You have won them with your courage and 
perseverance. You stood for the right-you 
would not be moved. 

And you will not be moved again. 
The world must know, from this time for

ward, that the migrant farm worker, the 
Mexican-American, is coming into his own 
rights. You are winning a special kind of 
citizenship: no one is doing it for you-you 
are winning it yourselves-and therefore no 
one can ever take it away. 

And when your children and grandchildren 
take their place in America-going to high 
school, and college, and taking good jobs at 
good pay-when you look at them, you will 
say, "I did this. I was there, at the point of 
difficulty and danger. " And though you may 
be old and bent from many years of labor, no 
man will stand taller than you when you say, 
"I marched with Cesar" . 

But the struggle is far from over. And now, 
as you are at midpoint in your most difficult 
organizing effort, there are suddenly those 
who question the principle that underlies ev
erything you have done so far-the principle 
of non-violence. There are those who think 
violence is some shortcut to victory. 

Let me say that violence is no answer. And 
those who organized the steel plants and the 
auto plants and the coal mines a generation 
ago learned from bitter experience that that 
was so. For where there is violence and death 
and confusion and injury, the only ones who 
benefit are those who oppose your right to 
organize. Where there is violence, our nation 
loses. Violence destroys far more than it can 
ever create. It tears at the fabric of our soci
ety. And let no one say that violence is the 
courageous route. It takes far greater com
mitment, far more courage to say, "we will 
do what must be done through an organiza
tion of the people, through patient, careful 
building of a democratic organization." That 
road is far more difficult than lighting a 
match or firing a weapon. That road requires 
far greater militancy. But along that road 
lies success. Along that road lies the build
ing of institutions and cooperative busi
nesses, of clinics and schools and homes. So 
we come here, you and I, in a great pilgrim
age to demonstrate our commitment to non
violence, to democracy itself. Just a few 
miles from here is the tower of the Voice of 
America-broadcasting across vast oceans 
and whole continents, the greatness of Amer-

ica. And we say together, we will build, we 
will organize, we will make America fulfill 
its promise and we will make our voices 
heard. We will make America a better place 
for all Americans. 

But if you come here today from such 
great distances and at such great sacrifice to 
demonstrate your commitment to non
violence, we in Government must match 
your commitment. That is our responsibil
ity. 

We must have a Federal law which gives 
farm workers the right to engage in collec
tive bargaining-and have it this year. 

We must have more adequate regulation of 
green-card workers, to prevent their use as 
strikebreakers-and we must have that this 
year. 

We must have equal protection of the laws. 
Those are the words of the Fourteenth 
Amendment to the Constitution of the Unit
ed States. The California Labor Code, the 
Federal Immigration Laws. the Federal 
Labor Department Regulations-these are 
laws which are supposed to protect you. 
They must be enforced. From now on. 

So I come here today to honor a great 
man, Cesar Chavez. I come here today to 
honor you for the long and patient commit
ment you have made to this great struggle 
for justice. And I come here to say that we 
will fight together to achieve for you the as
pirations of every American-decent wages, 
decent housing, decent schooling, a chance 
for yourselves and your children. You stand 
for justice and I am proud to stand with you. 

Viva La Causa. 

THE DEATH OF CESAR CHAVEZ 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 

rise today to express my profound sor
row about the death of Cesar Chavez-
one who focused the attention of the 
American public on the plight of farm 
workers in my State and throughout 
the N .. tion. 

Cesar Chavez, an inspirational leader 
who founded the United Farm Worker's 
Union, led the struggle to ensure basic 
working rights for farmworkers. Al
ways a man of modest means, Cesar 
Chavez likened the farmworker's move
ment to that of the civil rights strug
gle. He followed closely the principles 
of Mahatma Ghandi and Dr. Martin Lu
ther King, Jr., relying heavily on eco
nomic boycotts, marches, civil disobe
dience, and fasts. 

Cesar Chavez once declared to his fol
lowers, "Nonviolence is our strength." 
This message still rings true as the of
ficial slogan for the United Farm 
Workers Union. 

What made Cesar Chavez larger than 
life was his commitment to opening 
this Nation's eyes to the plight which 
once faced farmworkers in this coun
try. He was well aware, based on per
sonal experience, of what it was like to 
be treated without respect. He wanted 
only for people to be treated fairly and 
with high regard, regardless of social 
or ethnic background. 

Under the leadership of Cesar Chavez, 
the United Farm Workers Union suc
cessfully worked to change the once 
dismal working conditions for hun
dreds of thousands of workers through-

out the Nation for the past three dec
ades. These struggles have brought pay 
increases, benefits and a sense of job 
security to workers who had been 
among the most exploited in the Na
tion. The union's efforts have also 
brought needed attention to the health 
problems facing farmworkers, includ
ing exposure to harmful pesticides that 
affect workers and their children. 

Mr. President, how fitting that on 
this day, Cinco de Mayo, we pay tri b
u te to Cesar Chavez. It was on this 
same day in 1862, at the Battle of 
Puebla, that a small band of Mexican 
troops defeated French invaders. This 
battle was a victory for the exploited. 
And, in this same way, Cesar Chavez, 
in his struggle to represent a genera
tion of people who had long been ne
glected, brought about a victory for 
the basic working rights of farm
workers. 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I do not 
see anyone else asking for the floor 
right now. I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SPARKMAN HIGH SCHOOL'S NA
TIONAL CHEERLEADING CHAM
PIONSHIP 
Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, Alabama 

is widely known as the football capital 
of the South, so it probably should not 
surprise my colleagues that the State 
also boasts some of the Nation's best 
cheerleaders. 

This year, the cream of the crop may 
be found at Sparkman High School in 
Toney, AL. The cheerleading squad 
from Sparkman High, the namesake of 
the late, great Senator from Alabama 
John J. Sparkman, recently won the 
Universal Cheerleading Association 
Varsity National Championship in Or
lando, FL, becoming the first team 
from Alabama to ever win the national 
title. 

I am proud to commend and con
gratulate these talented young people 
and their coaches and staff at 
Sparkman for parlaying their many 
hours of hard work and athletic ability 
into the national cheerleading cham
pionship. 

I ask unanimous consent that a reso
lution passed by the Madison County 
Board of Education recognizing the 
squad be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

RESOLUTION 

Whereas, Sparkman High School Cheer
leaders won the Universal Cheerleading As-
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sociation Varsity National Championship in 
Orlando, Florida; 

Whereas, members of the team are Jennifer 
Vaughn, Captain; Amy Martin; Jennifer 
Hillard; Brandi Alverson; Ginger Matthews; 
Laura Bailey; Laura Bentley; Christa Ed
wards; Anna Keel; Shannon Pike; Candice 
Fostor; Rea Samples; Nicole Watson; Stacy 
Parkas; Tina Dempsey; Shannon Sharock; 
Donna Swaim, manager; Daniel Beard; Mr. 
Senator; Madonna Holladay, head coach; 
Lisa Holladay, assistant coach; Henry 
Vaughn, assistant coach; Anita Hutchinson, 
counselor; 

Whereas, Sparkman beat 90 squads from all 
over the United States to become the first 
team from the state of Alabama to win a Na
tional Cheerleading title; 

Whereas, the members of the squad prac
ticed about 25 to 30 hours a week to prepare 
themselves for the title; 

Whereas, each squad member won a jacket 
and an individual trophy, a National Title 
Trophy for the school and approximately 
$21,500 in prize money: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Madison County Board 
of Education, our school system and our 
community hereby acknowledges the afore
mentioned achievements and express due ac
clamation to the Sparkman High School 
Cheerleaders: Be it further 

Resolved, That this resolution be perpet
uated by incorporating the same into the 
permanent minutes of the Madison County 
Board of Education and that a copy hereby 
be presented to Sparkman High School, the 
Cheerleading squad and members of the 
Madison County Board of Education. 

THE POOR MAN'S EQUALIZER 
Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, Col. 

Orval Matteson, of Jacksonville, AL, 
has written a lively and timely piece 
summarizing his observations about to
day's military, particularly concerning 
the ongoing threat of chemical weap
ons. 

In "The Poor Man's Equalizer: Two 
New Weapons," the retired colonel pre
sents very cogent arguments for re
taining our live chemical agent train
ing capabilities in the Army, currently 
conducted at Fort McClellan, AL. As 
the Base Closure Commission contin
ues to evaluate the Department of De
fense's recommendations for realign
ment and closure, Colonel Matteson's 
thoughtful insight is the kind that 
hopefully is guiding the Members' deci
sions. 

I commend the study of Colonel 
Matteson's paper to each of my col
leagues, and ask unanimous consent 
that a copy be printed at this point in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE POOR MAN'S EQUALIZER: Two NEW 
WEAPONS 

(By Col. Orval Matteson QMC, Regular 
Army, Ret.) 

Yes, by today's standards the Army and 
the other services are first class high-tech. 
And today the Army and the others, except 
for nuclear forces, are being dedicated and 
designed to fit the concept of meeting time
urgent military contingencies, anywhere, 

anytime, engaging unconventional or high
tech forces. (In its concentration on that ob
jective the Army in its planning has dis
regarded the possibility of ever having to 
meet its most critical mission, that of ever 
having to get capable of fighting a war; no 
doubt it has been so disregarded just because 
it seems too improbable to be a major con
sideration. But that's another story.) 

So now we're high-tech oriented, and all of 
our forces are increasingly becoming more 
dependent on high-tech machines and equip
ment for controlling, for fighting and sup
porting, whether for land, air, or water 
forces or operations. Increasingly we are be
coming more dependent on rapidly massing 
forces and materiel, whether deploying or 
while fighting. Increasingly we are becoming 
better at both the application of high-tech 
everything and at massing anything, so we 
are becoming more dependent on them. 
Thus, we are becoming more vulnerable, and 
really more restricted and less mobile. 

It's our forte: high-tech; massing. We 
excel, compared to any "contingency 
enemy.' ' 

Whether that enemy is also high-tech or 
unconventional, compared to us in military 
resources he is apt to be a Poor Man. So, how 
is this contingency enemy to overcome or 
even resist this U.S. invader? What is the 
Poor Man's Equalizer? It has to be some
thing he can afford and that he either has or 
can make or obtain; he has to be able to use 
it. As I see it, no matter who he is he has it 
or can easily get it and he has an inherent 
capability to use it effectively. 

Soon, I trust our combat conceptual think
ers and our high-ranking leaders will realize 
that the dominant defensive-and thus offen
sive-weapon of at least these contingency
type enemies against our high-tech, high
consuming-dependent, massed, mobile-de
pendent forces will be persistent chemicals 
precisely, finitely applied. 

Simply stated, spattered persistent chemi
cals on finite targets on air fields--either on 
land or afloat-will close them to both re
turning flights and to future flights, thus 
curtailing our air superiority. Similarly, 
anywhere, persistent chemicals finitely tar
geted on ammunition stocks reduce fire su
periority, and on fuel stocks reduce mobil
ity; on logistic airfields, beaches, harbors or 
key transportation junctions they curtail re
supply; on command head-quarters and on 
control centers at any echelon they destroy 
or at least disrupt operations; and the selec
tions go on and on. 

Combat troops may still be chemical agent 
targets, but for persistent chemicals such 
large area troop targets will be outranked by 
habitats of Generals and Admirals and by 
targets with POL or ammo handlers, commu
nication specialists, fork lift operators, ste
vedores, and the like. 

No, the Services haven't been thinking in 
real terms of the possibility of facing per
sistent chemicals, but such thinking has 
been done, and in high places. 

"Even a light sprinkling of persistent gas 
on Omaha Beach could cost us our footing 
there," said General Omar Bradley, the prin
cipal U.S. ground commander for the assault 
at Normandy, back then in 1944. (See Sol
diers, Jan. 93.) 

No, it did not happen then, but if it had 
they could not have done anything to reopen 
the beach, nor could we do it now; nor, under 
current programs, will we be able to do it in 
the future. 

Back in the 40's the capabilities and 
versatilities of persistent agents were penny
ante stuff compared to today's, just as to
day's will no doubt be tomorrow. 

But back then there was at least one senior 
officer who appreciated the potential impact 
of persistent chemicals on US operations, 
and it wasn't even taught then at C&GSC (I 
know)---and I'll bet it still is not, at least to 
its ultimate in both importance and poten
tial utilization. Omaha Beach was no finite 
target, but some terrain Key to getting off of 
it was. (Stop to think, what if they had been 
used at Normandy?) 

O.K. Any contingency enemy can have the 
persistent chemicals, but how can he get 
them on key targets, finite or not, with our 
high-tech air power, et al.? What is the "sec
ond weapon" he has to have to provide him 
his Equalizer? He already has it, and it is 
something which we won't have (of course, 
we won't have the persistent chemicals ei
ther). 

Yes, these easy-to-produce-or-obtain chem
ical agents may still be delivered on targets 
by conventional means, particularly by so
phisticated forces. But they will be delivered 
by all types of forces by a weapon we won't 
have, a Kamikaze, with the characteristics 
of a chameleon. 

Yes, this is the Poor Man's Equalizer, his 
two weapons: persistent chemical agents to 
secure the finite target, and the Kamikaze to 
hit it. Yes, the Kamikaze fits his needs per
fectly, traveling by land, air or water, using 
bombs, projectiles, disposable short range 
mortars, briefcases or whatever everyone 
carries, or whatever. 

The Kamikaze will be a common type of 
adversary, with delivering these agents just 
one of his/her missions, who must be recog
nized in our doctrine, planning, and training. 
In the 40's those we called The Japs per
formed Kamikaze-like actions in practically 
every ground combat conflict, but their ef
forts were generally instinctive and unco
ordinated. We did not recognize these per
formances as inherent until they brought in 
their special forces against our Navy. 

But surely we must realize that the world's 
potential trouble makers have Kamikaze as 
a major MOS and that on their own stamp
ing grounds they will be a most common and 
dangerous weapon to be routinely faced. 

Anyway, if I were they I would use the Ka
mikaze as the primary delivery means of 
persistent chemicals, and I would wisely, 
widely and frequently employ these two 
weapons to equalize, yes neutralize, the U.S. 
high-tech, massing-oriented and mobile-de
pendent forces. 

As an old line logistician in the 60's I was 
about up to my chin in the creation of con
cepts, doctrine, organizations and oper
ational techniques for such as the develop
ment and the redevelopment of ROAD and 
COSTAR and TASTA while I was with the 
Quartermaster Board, the Army Logistics 
Management Center, and the Combat Serv
ices Support Group of the Combat Develop
ments Command. As the first chief of CSSG's 
Organization and Doctrine Division I con
ceived and sold the Theater to Division Sup
port Command concept and developed its 
various TO&E's, doctrines and applications, 
including the first use of ADPE in the field. 
Later I was in even deeper at Hq. DA in de
veloping MAT'TSSST for the Brown Board, 
and then as Special Assistant to the 
DCSLOG for Concept Development and Fu
ture Systems Design, and after retirement as 
a consultant to ODCSLOG on ROLS-75. 

In between and before those assignments 
were ones designing the to-be COMM Z in 
France, and later for three years the chief of 
its G4 Plans; four years in Hq DA 
OOCSLOG's Plans; Quartermaster of the 7th 
Inf. Div. in Korea; Quartermaster of III 
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Corps; CS and CO of the 13th Support Bri
gade. 

Thus I can easily visualize the targets in 
the service support systems of any theater of 
operations which when attacked, finitely, 
with persistent chemicals would in turn take 
the supported forces-whether combat, com
bat support or service support--out of ac
tion, at least until the targets could be re
placed or reconstituted. This impact is par
ticularly assured as the Army's personnel 
and materiel resupply systems are still de
signed and organized to deliberately insure 
that the using unit, combat or otherwise, 
will never be at full TO&E or Basic Load 
strength once engaged or supporting forces 
in combat; but that too is another story. 

The impact on command, control, and 
communications systems would be equally 
devastating. Although I have no personal ex
perience with airfield operations on land or 
afloat, I am sure they each also offer their 
critical finite targets, reachable to the Ka
mikaze. 

Generally, similar attacks on off-shore 
support bases and in the ZI will have delayed 
effects on in-theater operations, although 
the repercussions, particularly from those in 
the ZI, could be most profound. But, progres
sively, the targets will resemble the prover
bial sitting ducks, and chances are the deliv
ering agent will be able to execute repeat 
performances. 

So, what's to be done? Well, first at com
parable command levels start to emulate 
General Omar Bradley in his appreciation of 
the devastating effects of persistent chemi
cals. Then get the conceptual thinkers 
aboard that idea train and at the same time 
start getting prepared for the attacks. Get 
going on assuring individuals defensive skills 
against the agents and in creating and devel
oping mobile decontamination teams and 
units to overcome the effects of such at
tacks; get going on assuring that developing 
the best possible equipment for these protec
tive and these decontamination missions is 
high in the R & D program. 

Get this chemical defense program high up 
in command interest from the Army C.S. 
down to the company level; get it high up for 
funding for training, equipment, and R & D. 

Make full use of the specialized training 
facilities of the Chemical Defense Training 
Facility (CDTF) at Ft. McClellan to get the 
top command interest and use the total 
Chemical School at full capacity for training 
the trainers who go back to their uni ts to 
train the troops. 

How? Have all generals and all other top
level commanders and their Command Ser
geant Majors go through a session at the Ft. 
McClellan CDTF. That experience will chal
lenge not only their personal protective 
equipment but their minds and bodies as 
well. The interest created will assure their 
emphasis on training, equipment and R & D. 
The truly lackadaisical attitude toward 
Chemical Training found in all echelons 
since 1938 (to my knowledge), and even now 
for those who have not been personally asso
ciated with the CDTF, will be dissolved. 

So, these initial and continued demands on 
the CDTF will exceed its present capacities. 
Then, expand the capacity and give the pro
gram the support needed to handle the load. 

Also, press for completion of the new De
contamination Apparatus Training Facility 
(DA TF) which is now under construction at 
Ft. McClellan. Expand its capabilities and 
scope of training to meet the demands for 
the skills, equipment and techniques visual
ized to meet attacks by these Poor Man's 
equalizing weapons. 

Yes, meeting these demands for emphasiz
ing individual protective capabilities, for de
veloping some in-house decontamination ca
pacities in each unit and particularly in key
target ones, and organizing, equipping, and 
training specialized mobile, even airdrop, de
contamination units for areawide missions 
will in these times of increasingly limited 
funds and forces , require some realignments 
in both funding and the force structure, not 
only for the Army, but for the other services 
as well . So be it. Time is wasting. Potential 
enemies already have the capacities and ca
pabilities and we must expect they have both 
the will and the knowledge to make use of 
the capability in the manner discussed here
in. 

Those in the Army we used to call Combat 
Types need to think about what the applica
tion of these equalizer weapons on their serv
ice support lines will do to their combat ca
pabilities. They know that their combat suc
cesses are totally dependent upon keeping 
the service support lines operating at the 
rate to meet their combat needs, and then 
some. These Combat-types should be the 
strongest advocates for meeting these two 
programs, and soon. 

Demands from the other services should be 
equally strong. The Marines can expect to be 
the first to be so greeted by these weapons. 
The air forces, afloat and ashore, can expect 
their air fields to be constant priority tar
gets. The Navy should know that beach and 
harbor operations will be equally popular. 

The uniqueness and similarity of these re
quirements for those services and the tech
nical complexities and costs of the special
ized training facilities, the CDTF and the 
DATF, precludes the other services from es
tablishing their own Chemical Schools and 
specialized facilities. This magnifies the im
portance of and the demands to be placed 
upon Ft. McClellan's Chemical School, which 
is as it should be. 

In fact, the training of individuals and of 
mobile decontamination teams and units at 
Ft. McClellan and the concurrent develop
ment of doctrine and procedures by the 
Chemical Corps and its continued training 
could very well become the keystone to as
sure that U.S. forces are able to successfully 
operate in the environment that can be cre
ated by the poor man's high-tech weapon de
livered by his fanatical Kamikaze. 

H'm'm .... 
Oh. Are persistent chemicals and the Ka

mikaze new weapons? No, not really. One 
predates Omaha Beach. The other flourishes 
in the world's oldest societies. 

But they will be new to us, and are most 
certain to be disruptive. How disruptive de
pends on whether we have prepared for them. 
As of now we have not. At the highest levels 
we have not considered them a threat, nor 
getting prepared to meet them as important. 
This can be changed. 

As in all things, it is a matter of top level 
emphasis. May they hear the voice of Gen
eral Omar Bradley? 

TRIBUTE TO BARBARA STROCK 
Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, on May 

18, 1993, Barbara Strock will retire 
from the Alabama League of Munici
palities after 25 years of energetic serv
ice. She is the league's only staff mem
ber to have worked for all three of its 
directors, the only three in its 58-year 
history. 

Barbara began working for the league 
on July 1, 1958 as secretary to Ed Reid, 

the first executive director. She and 
Mr. Reid were the only two employees 
at the time, and her duties extended 
far beyond those of the average sec
retary. In addition to taking dictation, 
she produced the league's newsletters 
and legislative reports. Two years 
later, Barbara began a 10-year break 
from her job to start a family. She re
turned in 1970. 

For each of her 25 years of service, 
Barbara planned and coordinated the 
league's annual conventions, gather
ings which have increased in attend
ance from a handful of elected munici
pal officials to over 1,800 municipal of
ficials and personnel from virtually 
every city and town in Alabama. It is 
safe to say that due to her planning 
skills and attention to detail, the 
league conventions have always been 
run smoothly and have proven highly 
beneficial to Alabama's local govern
ment leaders. 

During her two and a half decades 
with the league, Barbara has worked 
closely with the National League of 
Cities in making preparations for the 
Alabama delegates to attend their · na
tional conferences. Her total dedica
tion to the municipal officials of Ala
bama has brought her many deserved 
and colorful accolades throughout the 
years. 

More recently, Barbara's capable 
shoulders have born additional respon
sibilities, such as serving as staff liai
son for the league's Standing Commit
tee on Community and Economic De
velopment. Here again, her attention 
to detail and working knowledge of 
local government in Alabama have 
proved invaluable. 

I am proud to commend and con
gratulate Barbara Strock for all her 
hard work and service to the Alabama 
League of Municipalities. She will be 
sorely missed, but she has indeed 
earned a long, happy, and heal thy re
tirement. Her service will long remain 
the standard by which her successors 
are measured. 

WE THE PEOPLE ... THE CITIZEN 
AND THE CONSTITUTION PRO
GRAM 
Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I rise 

today to congratulate the students and 
teachers of the Shades Valley High 
School Resource Learning Center in 
Birmingham, AL. This is the fifth year 
in a row these scholarly students have 
advanced to the final competition of 
the We the People . . . The Citizen and 
the Constitution Program. I am ex
tremely proud of these students, their 
teacher, and coordinators who have 
worked so diligently to represent the 
State of Alabama in this very worth
while program. 

The team members include: Eliza
beth Arnold, Brandi Bonner, Douglas 
Croker, Matt Fridy, Chris Gerlach, 
Darcy Goodwin, Anna Graham, Joel 
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Hardy, Barry Heard, Emily Hodges, 
Kenyon Holder, Daniel Hurst, Josh 
Jenkins, Michael Jowell, Christina 
Larussa, Lee Ann Morawski, Terra 
Mortensen, Kelli Moses, Paul O'Leary, 
Kristin Oden, Heather Partain, Adam 
Peek, Bethel Peterson, Jill Seaman, 
Julia Settle, Jonathan Sides, Rebecca 
Simonoton, Chris Speights, Ann Ste
venson, Lee Surtees, and Matt Weber. 
A special word of praise for the stu
dent's teacher, Linda Mays Jones, who 
deserves much of the credit for the suc
cess of the team. The district coordina
tor, Linda Dukes Connor, and the State 
coordinator, Janice Loomis, have also 
contributed a great deal of time and ef
fort to help the team reach the na
tional finals. 

The We the People . . . The Citizen 
and the Constitution Program, sup
ported and funded by Congress, is the 
most extensive educational program in 
the country developed specifically to 
educate young people about the Con
stitution and the Bill of Rights. The 3 
days of academic competition provides 
students with an opportunity to dem
onstrate their knowledge of constitu
tional issues in a simulated congres
sional hearing. This is an excellent op
portunity for students to gain an ap
preciation of the significance of our 
Constitution and its place in our his
tory and our lives today. 

I am proud of these students and 
commend them and their teacher for 
their hard work. I wish them the best 
of luck in this competition and much 
success in the future. 

STANDING TALL: REMEMBERING 
KHE SANH 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to bring to the attention of the 
Senate an article entitled "Standing 
Tall: Remembering Khe Sanh" which 
appeared in the February 1993 issue of 
the Retired Officer magazine. The arti
cle, by C. James Novak, does a superb 
job of reminding us of the heroic ef
forts of the marines and supporting 
forces which fought in Khe Sanh. 

Mr. Novak's article commemorates 
the 25th anniversary of the United 
States victory at the Khe Sanh battle
field in South Vietnam. This 77-day 
siege became one of the most brutal 
battles in the Vietnam war and is a 
fine example of the courage and deter
mination of our fighting marines. 

The North Vietnamese Army [NV A] 
drastically underestimated United 
States determination to hold the base 
at Khe Sanh. Despite early NVA over
whelming numerical advantage, the 
marines in the garrison withstood the 
initial onslaughts and counterattacked 
quickly. 

The siege ended on April 8 when the 
26th Marines were relieved at the base. 
The bravery of these marines and the 
forces that supported them during the 
lengthy bombing and resupplying mis-

sions clearly stands as a testament to 
the fighting spirit of our Armed 
Forces. 

I ask unanimous consent that this ar
ticle be placed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was. ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

REMEMBERING KHE SANH 

(By C. James Novak) 
On January 20, 1968, as the sun burned 

through a heavy fog on Hill 881N. Marine 
2Lt. Thomas D. Brindley earned the Navy's 
second highest commendation. As com
mander of 3rd Platoon (Company I , 3rd Bat
talion, 26th Marines) stationed at Khe Sanh, 
South Vietnam, his mission that morning 
was to reconnoiter for the enemy forces that 
had ambushed a Marine contingent three 
days earlier. 

What Brindley encountered, however, were 
elements of a North Vietnamese Army (NVA) 
battalion in heavily fortified defense posi
tions on and near Hill 881N. Caught in a 
nightmarish crossfire that one Marine de
scribed as a "page out of the life of Chesty 
Puller" (the legendary Marine lieutenant 
general who was awarded the Navy Cross five 
times). Brindley fought from flank to flank 
as he urged his men up the 2,583-foot rise. 
The first to reach the summit, he fell to a 
sniper's bullet moments later. For his gal
lantry and leadership, Brindley was post
humously awarded the Navy Cross. 

Brindley's courage and determination were 
a prologue to one of the fiercest battles of 
the Vietnam War-the siege at Khe Sanh. 
For 77 days, 6,680 defenders, including those 
on outlying hills, defiantly withstood a mer
ciless pounding of artillery, mortars, rockets 
and ground assaults by an NVA force esti
mated to number 30,000 to 40,000. The garri
son was composed of American Marines 
along with a small contingent of Army Spe
cial Forces and a battalion of South Viet
namese Rangers (37th ARVN). 

The North Vietnamese defense minister, 
Gen Vo Nguyen Giap, orchestrated the Khe 
Sanh attack to be to America what Dien 
Bien Phu had been to the French 14 years 
earlier. In that two-month siege, 600 weary 
survivors of a decimated battalion ended 
French involvement in Southeast Asia by 
charging into an NVA force of 40,000. At Khe 
Sanh, Giap intentionally used one of the 
combat divisions that had fought at Dien 
Bien Phu. The parallels between Dien Bien 
Phu and Khe Sanh were easy to draw, but 
Gen William C. Westmoreland made the deci
sion to hold the base. Suddenly, according to 
MGen Lowell English, a Marine deputy com
mander at Khe Sanh, this "piece of terrain 
that wasn't worth a damn" had significance. 
Virtually overnight, Khe Sanh became a 
symbol of American determination in Viet
nam. 

OF MORTARS, MELEE AND MEN 

The main American presence at Khe Sanh 
was composed of the 26th Marine Division 
and the 1st Battalion, 13th Marines (a heavy 
artillery unit). The defenders actually occu
pied more real estate than the Khe Sanh 
combat base proper. Company-size elements 
of the 26th Marines also held and defended 
strategic high terrain located around the 
base's periphery, with the two most impor
tant being Hill 861 and 881S. 

It was Hill 861 that bore the brunt of the 
initial NVA attack in the pre-dawn hours of 
January 21, when 300 NVA regulars poured 
through the Marines' defenses. The Amer
ican counterattack, punctuated by intense 

hand-to-hand combat, retook the lost ground 
and drove the invaders into a culling cross..: 
fire. 

Several hours after the attack on Hill 861, 
the main base was the target of hundreds of 
82mm mortar rounds, 122mm rockets and ar
tillery rounds. The Marines' main ammuni
tion dump took a direct hit. Thousands of 
rounds w~re instantly destroyed and havoc 
reined during the next two days as ammuni
tion " cooked off" amid the inferno. But, 
with the exception of occasional probing as
saults, an all-out NVA ground attack never 
materialized. 

The first major ground offensive came on 
February 8 when a reinforced NV A battalion 
of the 101D Regiment, 325C Division, hit posi
tions on Hill 64, a scant 500 meters from the 
base's perimeter. Members of the Marines' 
1st Platoon (A/1/9) grappled against over
whelming odds in a melee of hand grenade 
duels, hand-to-hand combat and raking ma
chine gun fire. Twenty-one Marines lost 
their lives before reinforcements battled 
their way to the trapped platoon. Enemy 
casualties numbered 150 dead. For the next 
two weeks, the NVA mounted no significant 
ground assault but continued its relentless 
shelling of the base. 

The bombardment of Khe Sanh by NV A ar
tillery and rocket forces was brutal and in
cluded an overabundance of 82mm and 120mm 
mortars, 122mm rockets, and 130mm and 
152mm artillery rounds. The enemy pumped 
an average of 2,500 rounds a week into an 
area barely 600 meters long by 300 meters 
wide. On one day alone, February 23, NV A 
forces unleashed 1,307 rounds on the besieged 
defenders. Yet, surprisingly, these bombard
ments inflicted relatively few casualties 
among the dug-in, sandbagged Marines. 

The last major ground engagement at Khe 
Sanh began on February 29 and stretched 
into March 1. Pressured by the improving 
weather that invited increased air attacks, 
NVA forces began massing to the south and 
east of Khe Sanh for a final assault. Late on 
the night of the 29th, a battalion from the 
304th NV A Division attacked the 37th ARVN 
Ranger Battalion positioned on the base's 
eastern perimeter. For seven hours, the 
South Vietnamese Rangers, with massive 
supporting fire, turned away three separate 
enemy assaults. 

The courage and valor that the defenders 
of Khe Sanh displayed in defeating an over
whelming enemy force were impressive. Yet 
the soldiers who stood tall during the 77-day 
siege will be the. first to acknowledge that 
their survival hinged on two things: Presi
dent Lyndon Johnson's commitment to de
fend Khe Sanh and the herculean effort ex
erted by U.S. air assets. 

OPERATION NIAGARA 

Westmoreland moved quickly to reinforce 
the vastly outnumbered Marines and exploit 
the rare opportunity to strike large forma
tions of NVA forces. Officially, Operation Ni
agara aimed to " destroy enemy forces in the 
[Khe Sanh] area, interdict enemy supply 
lines and base area .. . and provide maxi
mum tactical air support of friendly forces." 
Battlefield translation: Drench the bastards 
in a cascade of aerial firepower. 

Operation Niagara kept tactical fighter 
bombers on station over the besieged base 
nearly round-the-clock. Marine and Navy A-
6 Intruders, each capable of carrying 28 500-
pound bombs, anchored a tactical armada 
that included Marine, Navy and Air Force F-
4 Phantoms, A-4 Skyhawks, F-8 Crusaders, 
F-105 Thunderchiefs and F-100 Super Sabres. 
Vintage South Vietnamese prop-driven A- 1 
Skyraiders also joined the ranks. In the 
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heroics to defend Khe Sanh, the 7th Air 
Force racked up 9,961 sorties and dropped 
14,223 tons of bombs. First Marine Air Wing 
added another 7,078 sorties and 17,015 tons of 
ordnance, . and naval aircraft mounted 5,337 
flights and delivered 7,941 tons of bombs. 

It was the persistence of these bombing 
runs that made the area around Khe Sanh 
one of the most-bombed targets in military 
history. To put this into perspective, the 
bombs dropped at Khe Sanh equalled nearly 
one-fifth of the U.S. bombs dropped on tar
gets in Asia during 45 months of World War 
II. 

The precision with which these multi-serv
ice aircrews delivered their weapons was ex
traordinary. Typically. close air support 
missions were guided by Tactical Air Con
trollers (Airborne) who fired smoke rockets 
from 01-E Bird Dogs or UH-lE gunships into 
identified enemy targets. As the pilots ze
roed in on the smoke markers, the TAC (A) 
would radio corrections to each subsequent 
fighter bomber based on the previous air
craft's accuracy. The tactic literally 
"walked" a stream of aircraft over the de-
sired target. ' 

While the TAC (A) proved extremely effec
tive in good visibility, the monsoon rains 
and heavy fog of February and early March 
meant the Americans had to supplement this 
technique with radar-controlled releases. At 
the heart of this operation were a TPQ-10 
radar and a computer-laden van, buried and 
heavily sandbagged, that juggled radar read
ings, map coordinates, compass headings and 
wind speeds, and guided the planes through 
the gloom on precision bombing runs. 
Manned by Air Support Radar Team-Bravo, 
Marine Air Support Squadron 3, the TPQ 
bombing technique proved to be incredibly 
accurate and was critical to maintaining all
weather bombing capability during the 77-
day siege. 

NO. 1 ON THE HIT PARADE 

While fighter bombers roared in with dead
ly accuracy on close-in NVA positions, ter
rain out beyond 1,000 meters of the base be
came a virtual killing zone because of the B-
52 raids. The courier of catastrophe for NV A 
and Viet Cong forces caught in this area 
came in the darkened silhouette of an aerial 
behemoth that prowled unseen at altitudes 
of 30,000 feet and that heralded every heart
stopping arrival with an incredible 54,000 
pounds of high explosives. B-52 
Stratofortresses from Strategic Air Com
mand's 3rd Air Division, each with a payload 
of 108 500- and 750-pound bombs, dropped an 
incredible 59,542 tons of. bombs in 2,548 Arc 
Light sorties to Khe Sanh. 

Every 90 minutes, three B-52s, nicknamed 
"big ugly fat fellas" or "Buffs," hit a target 
area one kilometer wide by two kilometers 
long, completely devastating NVA troop con
centrations, marshaling points, bunker net
works and supply depots. Iri a pinch, B-52s 
could deliver their weapons as close as 1,000 
feet to dug-in friendlies. American Marines 
cheered the awesome display of firepower, 
which they dubbed "No. 1 on the hit parade." 
One North Vietnamese soldier wrote in his 
diary: "18 February: The heavy bombing of 
the jets and B-52 explosions are so strong 
that our lungs hurt." Westmoreland would 
later comment that "the thing that broke 
their backs was basically the fire of the B-
52s." 

BULLETS, BEANS AND BANDAGES 

The dangerous effort to resupply Marines 
with bullets, beans and bandages was no less 
impressive. The runway became the base's 
lifeline as C-130 Hercules and C-123 Provid-

ers, together with Marine CH-46, Army CH-53 
and UH- lE helicopters braved poor weather, 
thick antiaircraft fire and mortar attacks on 
the ground to evacuate casualties, insert re
placements and drop off supplies. As enemy 
gunners rained mortars down on the vulner
able cargo carriers, pilots had to land, un
load and take off in less than three minutes. 
It was exceptionally perilous duty. 

After a C-130 was hit by mortars while un
loading fuel on February 10, all Hercules 
landings were suspended. However, C-130s 
continued to fly supplies into Khe Sanh 
using parachute drops or a hook and line sys
tem for extracting supply pallets from the 
planes. Helicopters and C-123s continued to 
use the airstrip, but only the former were 
able to resupply outposts. Unfortunately, 
choppers had only about 19 seconds over the 
outposts before mortars peppered the area. 

To cut mounting helicopter losses, U.S. 
forces introduced the "Super Gaggle" sys
tem. The objective was to use precision time 
control to coordinate the arrival of a mixed 
armada of fixed-wing and helicopter assets. 
Twelve CH-46 helicopters, each carrying 4,000 
pounds of underslung supplies, were escorted 
into the outpost by 12 A-4 Skyhawks blast
ing NVA gun positions on the flanks while 
four UH- lE helicopter gunships cranked out 
close-in support and rescued any downed 
crewmen. Although extremely successful in 
resupplying critical outposts, 17 helicopters 
were destroyed during the five weeks of 
Super Gaggle missions. 

The siege officially ended on April 8, 1968, 
when the 3rd Brigade of the 1st Cavalry Divi
sion pushed into Khe Sanh and relieved the 
battered but triumphant Marines. North Vi
etnamese forces suffered 1,600 confirmed 
dead, but reports after the war indicated 
that some units surrounding Khe Sanh had 
taken 90 percent casualties under the deadly 
U.S. bombardments. Intelligence estimates 
put actual NV A losses at more than 10,000. 
The cost in U.S. lives was 205 killed and 1,600 
wounded. 

MIXED MESSAGES 

Khe Sanh was a powerful example of Amer
ica's battlefield superiority. Unlike the 
headline-grabbing street warfare of the Tet 
offensive, where enemy infiltrators preyed 
on civilian targets, the North had clearly 
committed enormous military resources to 
securing a major battlefield victory at Khe 
Sanh. The result was a disastrous engage
ment for which they paid a severe price. 

But, while the American military legacy at 
Khe Sanh is a proud one, its epitaph stands 
as yet another staggering incongruity of 
American policy in Vietnam. For on June 23, 
1968, less than 77 days after breaking the 
bloody siege, American forces were ordered 
to abandon the base they had so vigorously 
defended. The withdrawal was to be con
ducted in secret, but the press picked up the 
story. 

It has been 25 years since 2L t Thomas 
Brindley charged up Hill 881N; 25 years since 
America sent home 205 young bodies during 
the siege of a place called Khe Sanh. While 
their courage and service are a proud inher
itance to every military professional who 
bravely answers our country's call to arms, 
their loss remains a haunting reminder of 
the price we pay as a nation for making that 
call uncommitted. 

ffiRESPONSIBLE CONGRESS? HERE 
IS TODAY'S BOXSCORE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, as of the 
close of business on Monday, May 3, 

the Federal debt stood at 
$4,238,348,617,824.55, meaning that on a 
per capita basis, every man, woman, 
and child in America owes $16,500.68 as 
his or her share of that debt. 

DEATH OF FORMER WISCONSIN 
GOV. WARREN P. KNOWLES 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, Wis
consin has a long tradition of progres
sive leaders at all levels of government 
and it is no accident that our State 
motto is "Forward." This past Satur
day, May 1, 1993, the State of Wisconsin 
lost one of those classic forward-think
ing progressive leaders with the pass
ing of former Gov. Warren P. Knowles. 

Governor Knowles was a progressive 
Republican who served the people of 
Wisconsin from 1941 to 1971 first as an 
accomplished State senator, Lieuten
ant Governor and later as a three-term 
Governor. His years of Wisconsin serv
ice were interrupted by 4 distinguished 
years of national service aboard the 
U.S.S. Nevada as a Navy lieutenant 
during World War II. 

He embodied the progressive spirit 
that has dominated so much of Wiscon
sin's history. An environmentalist, be
fore there were environmentalists, 
Governor Knowles helped create the 
Outdoor Recreation Act which estab
lished a long-range plan to buy and im
prove land for parks, hunting, and 
other recreational uses. He led the way 
in protecting wetlands and fighting 
water pollution. 

As the Republican floor leader of the 
State senate · he created the State 
Building Commission and the Legisla
tive Council, two of the most critical 
nonpartisan bodies in Wisconsin State 
government. 

As Governor he championed civil 
rights and environmental protection 
while streamlining State government. 
He declared war on drunk driving and 
kept the peace during civil rights tur
moil in Milwaukee and anti-Vietnam 
war protests in Madison. He cut the 
number of State agencies from 127 to 
26. We could use the good sense and 
solid leadership of Warren Knowles in 
our battle today against the Federal 
deficit. 

After retiring voluntarily from the 
Governor's office he served as a distin
guished member of the University of 
Wisconsin Board of Regents and he 
continued to work hard to preserve our 
State's beautiful environmental re
sources by helping create the Steward
ship Fund, a multi-million-dollar pro
gram to underwrite purchases of park
land and ecologically fragile sites. 

Gov. Patrick Lucey, a Democrat who 
succeeded him credited many of the ac
complishments of his time in office to 
the solid groundwork laid by Governor 
Knowles. 

This past Saturday, Governor 
Knowles suffered a heart attack on one 
of his frequent fishing trips around 
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Wisconsin. He had been participating 
in one of Wisconsin's most cherished 
State traditions-the opening day of 
fishing season. Given his life-long leg
acy of dedication to the environment 
and stewardship of natural resources, 
there probably couldn't have been a 
more fitting way for Warren P. 
Knowles to meet life's final challenge. 

The people of Wisconsin are deeply 
thankful for his lifetime of public serv
ice and those of us in public life today 
will sorely miss his wise counsel. 

REMEMBERING REV. ARTHlTR 
LUNDBLAD 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
I rise today to pay tribute to the mem
ory of a distinguished Minnesotan, 
Rev. Arthur Lundblad. He was a man of 
faith and service who made history as 
a pioneer missionary in Zaire, Africa. 

Art Lundblad was born on August 30, 
1909, to John and Selma Lee Lundblad 
on the family farm in Farwell, MN. He 
attended District 76 School in Farwell, 
and the first 2 years of high school in 
Glenwood. When his father died in 1925, 
at age 16 he left high school to manage 
the family farm with his mother. 

Sensing a call to full-time Christian 
service, he enrolled at Minnehaha 
Academy in Minneapolis, completing 
his secondary studies in 1934. He began 
his undergraduate program at North 
Park Junior College in Chicago, IL, 
earning an associate of arts degree in 
1936. 

He as ordained to the ministry and 
dedicated to missionary service in June 
1938. He went to Belgium for French 
studies, a stay shortened to 7 months 
due to the outbreak of the war. He ar
rived in Belgian Congo in February 
1939, and traveled by riverboat to the 
Ubangi region where the Evangelical 
Covenant Church had established a 
mission. 

There he met Florence Nelson, a 
nurse from Nebraska who had been one 
of the first missionaries to Congo. 
They were married in 1941, and three 
children were born to them. 

Reverend Lundblad's work as mis
sionary paster led him into many vari
eties of ministry in the Congo, now 
known as Zaire. As an evangelist, he 
preached to hundreds of Congolese. As 
developer-pastor, he inaugurated two 
new mission stations in Zaire. As serv
ant, he was a fix-it man, always avail
able to put his knowledge and patience 
to use to get something working again. 
As pastor-teacher, he guided young 
church leaders into greater responsibil
ity for administration of the church. 
As builder, he supervised the construc
tion of schools, homes, churches, and 
office buildings. As administrator, he 
served as the legal representative of 
the mission to the Government. As 
communicator, he helped to establish 
the shortwave radio link between mis
sion stations. As ecumenist, he served 

as associate director of the office of 
evangelism of the Church of Christ in 
Zaire and helped coordinate the Christ 
for All campaign throughout the coun
try. 

He was a lifelong student, eager to 
learn, to deepen his understanding of 
people and the world. He returned to 
North Park Seminary to complete his 
work for the bachelor of divinity de
gree in 1948. And in 1964, after finishing 
the required courses, he proudly re
ceived his bachelor of arts degree from 
North Park College, 28 years after he 
had begun. 

Florence died in September 1969 and 
Art married Helen Price, longtime mis
sionary to Zaire, in Chicago in 1972. 
They returned to Kinshasa, Zaire 
where Art continued to serve in the of
fice of evangelism and as liaison to the 
Government for the Covenant and 
Evangelical Free Church missions. 
They retired from active missionary 
service in 1976, at which time he be
came executive director of the Paul 
Carlson Medical Program, serving from 
1977 to 1984. 

Reverend Lundblad died at the age of 
83 on Friday, March 12, 1993 in 
Batavia, IL. 

Mr. President, the life of Art 
Lundblad was a personification of a 
servant leader. As Minnesotans, we 
share the pride of his family in his life 
of selfless service and join with them in 
celebrating the fruit born of his up
bringing, his education, and most of 
all, his faith. 

I yield the floor. 

THE LOBBYING DISCLOSURE ACT 
OF 1993 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I strong
ly support the Lobbying Disclosure Act 
of 1993, S. 349, and I am proud to be a 
cosponsor of this important legislation. 

S. 349 seeks to streamline disclosure 
procedures for lobbyists by creating a 
clearinghouse for lobbying reporting 
and regulation under the Justice De
partment. The bill would also shift re
sponsibility for the monitoring of lob
bying activities and of foreign agents 
who lobby to this new Justice Depart
ment office. 

This office would also enforce the 
bill's provisions, create a universal dis
closure form, and require twice-a-year 
disclosure of expenses and activities of 
lobbyists. Additionally, S. 349 would 
expand the legal definition of the term 
lobbyist to include part-time lobbyists 
and certain persons who are not cov
ered under existing regulations. 

Mr. President, this legislation is long 
overdue. Current law regarding lobby
ing activities is convoluted and has 
eroded public trust in the Congress. 
This measure is a small but important 
step tn the process of restoring the 
public's confidence in the institutions 
of democratic government. 

At the same time, however, we must 
be careful not to unduly restrict the 

ability to petition the Government. We 
have an obligation to ensure that we do 
not breach any citizen's right to con
tact the Congress. This legislation does 
not infringe upon the constitutional 
right of free speech and expression. 

Mr. President, I believe the Lobbying 
Disclosure Act strikes an appropriate 
balance between the public's justified 
need to know who is, and how much is 
being spent on, lobbying elected offi
cials and an individual's opportunity to 
exercise his or her constitutional right 
to petition the Government and ex
press opinions. 

Mr. President, the legislation before 
us is not perfect, and I wish the bill 
had gone further in its regulation of 
lobbying activities. I am confident, 
however, that any deficiencies in the 
bill will be addressed in the future in a 
most expeditious manner. I am equally 
confident that the chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Government Over
sight, the able sponsor of this bill, will 
do all he can to ensure that the sub
committee acts not only on any defi
ciencies in this bill, but on legislation 
introduced by Senator BOREN and my
self on the same subject now pending in 
his subcommittee. 

Unfortunately, some groups who sup
posedly support the goals we are seek
ing have chosen to oppose this bill be
cause, in their view, it is not suffi
ciently comprehensive. I am somewhat 
saddened by their shortsighted opposi
tion to this measure. It is particularly 
vexing that one group in opposition to 
the bill, Common Cause does not dis
agree with any of the provisions in the 
bill but simply believes the bill does 
not go far enough. 

According to Senator LEVIN in his 
letter to the New York Times on March 
3, 1993, 

It turns out that Common Cause-the orga
nization on which I believe you have relied 
for information on this issue-has changed 
its mind, and [the New York Times] has fol
lowed suit. Common Cause, like you, has no 
criticism of what the bill does, but now op
poses it because of what it does not do. Ap
parently, Common Cause * * * now believes 
that comprehensive lobbying registration is 
too easy, so we should try something harder, 
like addressing the congressional gift rules 
at the same time. 

Mr. President, I am not opposed to 
addressing the Senate gift rules, and if 
amendments are brought before the 
Senate which appropriately address 
this issue, I will support them. How
ever, Mr. President, these are some
what different subjects. 

I think that Common Cause is engag
ing in somewhat selfish behavior. Am I 
to understand that unless an amend
ment on an entirely different subject is 
not adopted, "[Common Cause] urges 
[the Senate] to oppose the bill?" I 
think this is a bit shortsighted. 

Let me remind my colleagues that 
the underlying bill was drafted in re
sponse to issues raised by Common 
Cause. Let me emphasize again, Com-
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mon Cause basically has no fundamen
tal opposition to the underlying bill; it 
is just demanding that we do more. 

Mr. President, I believe the public 
supports the measure before us. The 
public, I am confident, would also sup
port changes to the Senate gift rule , 
and I will join in that effort. But I do 
not believe the public would wish to be 
associated with the kind of "do it my 
way or no way at all" displayed by 
Common Cause. 

Again, Mr. President, I understand 
that there will be an amendment con
cerning the Senate gift rule. I will be 
in support of that amendment and 
speak in behalf of it, if necessary. 
Again, I find it hard to understand why 
the entire bill should be opposed by 
anyone or any special interest group, 
which Common Cause is, on the 
grounds that it does not contain all of 
the elements that they want. 

So, Mr. President, I look forward to 
swift passage of this bill. I believe it 
will be another small step forward in 
restoring the badly eroded confidence 
that the American people have about 
the institution of the Congress. I am 
very grateful to the prime sponsor of 
the bill Senator LEVIN, for his many 
hours of dedicated effort on behalf of 
this legislation. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

RECESS UNTIL 2:30 P .M. 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, on 

behalf of the majority leader, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
stand in recess until 2:30 p.m. today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Thereupon, at 12:22 p.m., the Senate 
recessed until 2:30 p.m., whereupon, the 
Senate reassembled when called to 
order by the Presiding Officer [Mrs. 
BOXER]. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 

THE LOBBYING DISCLOSURE ACT 
OF 1993 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
resume consideration of S. 349, which 
the clerk will now report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 349) to provide for the disclosure 

of lobbying activities to influence the Fed
eral Government, and for other purposes. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

Pending: 
Pressler amendment No. 342, to amend the 

Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 to ban 
activities of political action committees in 
Federal elections. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senator BAU
cus be recognized for not to exceed 8 
minutes as though in morning busi
ness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Montana is recog
nized. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I thank the Senator 
from Michigan, the majority manager 
of the bill, and the comanager of the 
bill , Senator COHEN from Maine. 

(The remarks of Mr. BAUCUS pertain
ing to the introduction of S. 894 are lo
cated in today's RECORD under "State
ments on Introduced Bills and Joint 
Resolutions.") 

Madam President, I yield the floor 
and suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I ob
ject for the moment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Michigan objects for the mo
ment. 

The clerk will continue the call of 
the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk re
sumed the call of the roll. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded and that 
the Senator from North Carolina be 
recognized for up to 5 minutes as 
though in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator is recognized for 5 min
utes as if in morning business. 

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, I 
thank the able Senator and I thank the 
Chair. 

FIFTY MILLION DOLLARS TO 
SLAUGHTER UNBORN BABIES? 

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, $50 
million may be an insignificant 
amount to the big spenders in Congress 
and in the Clinton administration, but 
it still averages out to be a million dol
lars taken by the Federal Government 
from every State in the Union to help 
finance the deliberate destruction of 
countless thousands of innocent, help
less human lives. 

The $50 million to which I refer is 
new spending proposed for the Federal 
Government and it sure is a bonanza 

for the United Nations. There is still 
time for President Clinton to save this 
$50 million if he will just do it, and if 
he does so a great many lives will be 
saved. 

The problem is that President Clin
ton and his administration have re
peatedly declared themselves to be pro
choice, which is no more than an intel
lectually dishonest euphemism for 
being proabortion. Why do not they, 
and others parading under the bloody 
flag of pro-choice, have the integrity to 
acknowledge that they don't mind see
ing innocent human lives deliberately 
destroyed? 

Madam President, all of this came to 
mind when the Washington Post re
ported the other day what it described 
as the "dramatic" slowing of the birth 
rate in Communist China. Dramatic? 
Well, perhaps so in the same sense that 
the Valentine's Day massacre in Chi
cago was dramatic. Both the dramatic 
development in Red China and the 
slaughter committed by the gangsters 
in Chicago are peas in the same pod. 
The only difference-in China it is 
called family planning. 

The New York Times was sufficiently 
honest to report that the drop in the 
birth rate in Red China included the 
fact that hundreds of thousands of Chi
nese baby girls "seem to vanish from 
the statistics each year." The truth is 
that the Communist Chinese con
centrate on killing baby girls-to the 
point that the Chinese Planning Min
istry has refused to release the gender 
ratio of births during 1992. 

Yet, the Clinton administration pro
poses to send $50 million to the U .N. 
Family Planning organization which is 
working hand-in-glove with the baby 
killers on mainland China. 

The Chinese are using modern tech
nology to predetermine the sex of un
born children. If an unborn baby is fe
male, it is destroyed as part of the Chi
nese Communists' use of coercive abor
tions, sterilizations, and large-scale 
killing of girl babies. 

Madam President, I cannot believe 
that the majority of American tax
payers want their money to be used to 
subsidize this sort of brutality. Per
haps if the people of this country some
how find out about it, they will them
selves speak out against President 
Clinton's sending this $50 million to 
the United Nations. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that two newspaper articles
an April 22 article from the Washing
ton Post, and an April 25 article from 
the New York Times-be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 22, 1993) 
BIRTH RATE TO LEVELS IN WEST 

(By Lena H. Sun) 
BEIJING.-China has dramatically slowed 

its birth rate, lowering the number of chil-
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dren Chinese women are expected to have in 
their lifetime to U.S. and European levels, 
the government announced today. 

With 1.17 billion people, China is the most 
populous country and accounts for 21.4 per
cent of the world's population, so any major 
change in its population profile has great im
pact. 

In a press conference, Family Planning 
Minister Peng Peiyun attributed the drop in 
the birth rate and fertility rate in 1992 to 
greater vigilance by the ruling Communist 
Party, improved birth-control measures to 
implement the country's one-couple, one
child family planning policy, and rising liv
ing standards that are promoting couples to 
have fewer children later in life. 

Peng did not elaborate on what birth con
trol measures had become more effective. 
But some Western specialists and reports in 
the Chinese press indicate a surge in 1991 in 
the use of intrauterine devices and steriliza
tions for couples who exceeded the one-child 
limit. 

In 1992, about 6.5 million Chinese were 
sterilized, a family planning official said. In 
1991 the figure was closer to 10 million, ac
cording to a Western specialist, nearly dou
ble the number in 1988. 

Western experts say coercive measures, 
such as forced sterilizations, may be part of 
the explanation for what they describe as the 
surprising drop in birth and fertility rates. 

"It's miraculous for a developing country 
to achieve this relying on just service and 
voluntarism," said one Western specialist in 
Beijing. 

In China, the one-child family planning 
policy began in 1979. In many rural areas, 
couples are allowed to have two children 
without penalty if their first is a girl. Mi
norities, such as Tibetans, may be allowed to 
have three children or occasionally more. 

China's birth rate has fluctuated in the re
cent past. A dip in 1983--84 coincided with 
widespread international charges of enforced 
abortions here. A low in 1979 preceded the 
coming to adulthood in the '80s of babies 
born after Mao Zedong pressed for popu
lation increase in 1958. 

Economic change in the countryside has 
strengthened the traditional preference for 
sons. In many cases, as peasants have be
come wealthy they have paid little attention 
to birth control because they can afford to 
pay the fines or bribe family planning cad
res, some Chinese said. 

But under pressure from central authori
ties to keep China's population in check, 
some Chinese report that local family plan
ning cadres have tightened controls in the 
past two years. In parts of rural Hebel Prov
ince, for example, women who already have 
given birth to a son face sterilization or risk 
serious punishment if they again become 
pregnant. In China, women are the more 
likely to undergo sterilization, usually by 
tubal ligations. 

"If you don't do it voluntarily, they will 
come and knock your house down," said a 
blue-collar worker, who said a relative was 
given such a warning last year. 

Today, Peng said that the government 
"strongly opposes" coercive measures and 
added that a small number of family plan
ning officials have been removed from their 
jobs for engaging in such tactics. 

Stirling Scruggs, who heads the Beijing of
fice of the United Nations Population Fund, 
said, "I know the minister. Peng Peiyun, has 
concerns about coercion because we have 
collaborated on projects to improve counsel
ing skills of family planning workers and to 
improve the quality of contraception and the 

status of women, all aimed at creating pro
grams based on freedom of choice." 

The figures released today indicate that 
China met last year some key goals pro
jected for 2000. Peng said that the policy 
would remain unchanged until the end of the 
century nevertheless, because "China is still 
in a peak period of population growth." 

According to statistics from a sample sur
vey conducted by the State Family Planning 
Commission last fall, China's birth rate in 
1992 fell to 18.24 births per 1,000 population, 
compared to 21 per 1,000 in 1990. The fertility 
rate-the number of children a woman will 
have in her lifetime-dropped to 2 births per 
woman in 1992, down from 2.3 in 1990. 

The latest fertility figure is below the pop
ulation replacement level. Chinese women 
would require a fertility rate of almost 2.2 to 
maintain the present population. 

In Beijing and Shanghai and in northeast 
China, the fertility rate has plummeted to 
1.5 births per woman, which is lower than 
that of many European countries. The U.S. 
rate is 2, France's 1.8 and Germany's 1.4. 

At the same time that the fertility rate is 
dropping, the number of boy babies is grow
ing, according to Westerners. At today's 
press conference. Chinese officials said the 
traditional preference for males to carry on 
the family line and work the land had pro
duced a sex ratio higher than normal. In 
nearly all populations, 105 to 106 male babies 
are born for each 100 female babies. 

According to China's 1990 census, for every 
100 girls under the age of 1 there were 113.8 
boys. Officials said they had not collected 
such data from the sample survey done last 
year. Unofficial specialists in the field say 
they believe China has new data showing the 
sex ratio to be even higher but was not pub
licizing the number because it showed grow
ing imbalance. 

While the reason for the imbalance is not 
known, specialists believe that three factors 
are probably at work: unreported births of 
baby girls, infanticide in poor and backward 
areas, and abortions of unwanted girls. 
Ultrasound testing to determine the sex of 
fetuses is common here. 

[From the New York Times, Apr. 25, 1993] 
BIRTHS PUNISHED BY FINE, BEATING OR 

RUINED HOME 
(By Sheryl WuDunn) 

GUIYANG, CHINA, April 24.-Four days after 
the birth, a brigade of 10 men and women 
came from the township to spoil the celebra
tion. 

They demolished the parents' hut, strew
ing stones and straw all over the place . Then 
they demanded the equivalent of $45, and 
when the family could not pay. they smashed 
the couple's chest of drawers-their only fur
niture, aside from a bed. 

"Then they took away our family cow," 
said Peng Dagui, a 60-year-old peasant who is 
the grandfather of the baby boy. "I wouldn't 
let the cow out of my sight. I followed it all 
the way to the township and pleaded with 
the officials there. But they didn't care." 

The Peng family had the misfortune to be 
caught up last year in a nationwide crack
down by the family planning authorities. 
The baby was a second child, a boy. and the 
parents did not wait the full four years be
fore a second child is allowed in this area. 

Instead, the baby was born five months be
fore it would have been permitted, and so the 
local authorities destroyed the home and 
took the cow. And that was not the end of it. 

A FORCED STERILIZATION 
Three months after the birth, two dozen of

ficials appeared in the village, in southern 

China's Guizhou Province, to take the baby's 
mother, Wang Zhengmei, 27, to the clinic to 
be sterilized. Ms. Wang did not dare refuse, 
and in any case, she was told that she would 
get $3.50 if she had the operation. 

She had a tubal ligation, but the officials 
never gave her the money, she said. 

At least rebuilding a home is in some re
spects a bit easier in a poor Chinese village 
than in a big city: the father, Peng Fagang, 
rebuilt the hut in a month from stones and 
dry grass collected in the fields. 

The only solace the Pengs had was that 
they were not alone: the officials had done 
the same thing to another family in the 
same village, tucked in a hilly region outside 
Guiyang, more than 1,100 miles southwest of 
Beijing. 

The same plight has befallen many of Chi
na's 900 million peasants in villages across 
the country. Some of the victims are edu
cated, some are illiterate, some have small 
businesses, and some have barely enough to 
eat. 

PEASANTS OFTEN INTIMIDATED 
From visits to rural villages in many areas 

of China, a picture emerges of a family plan
ning policy that sometimes seems adminis
tered with capriciousness. The victims, 
mostly peasants, often seem intimjdated, 
angry, bewildered and confused. 

"Please, can you tell me, ultimately, what 
is the nation's family planning policy?" a 45-
year-old grade-school teacher surreptitiously 
asked a visitor to his village. 

In 1983, he and his wife had a second child, 
three years after they had their first. He 
thought this was permissible. But the policy 
had apparently changed, he said, and so offi
cials fined him $2,456, about 17 times his an
nual salary at that time. 

Since he did not have the money, they de
ducted it from his salary, docking about 80 
percent of his wages for a decade, until the 
end of last year, when he finally got a vasec
tomy. Such fines by an installment plan 
seem common in the villages-perhaps be
cause otherwise nobody could pay them. 

FINES SEEM ARBITRARY 
What puzzles the peasants is that the fines 

often seem arbitrary, set at will by local of
ficials. Some families seem to be able to 
have three or four babies; others are pun
ished for having two. 

Yillagers say that if they cannot pay the 
fines, the family planning officials confiscate 
a cow, a pig, an important farm tool or 
household belongings like furniture or a tel
evision. Sometimes they simply smash the 
items, and often they knock down the house 
as well. 

In another village, Luo Wanyun said the 
authorities had somehow agreed to let his 
wife have a third child. This seems a bit un
likely, but Mr. Luo, 38, has only a first-grade 
education, and it may have been a misunder
standing. 

In any case, after the baby came, a brigade 
from the township knocked down his house. 
The team also confiscated his wooden 
thrasher, used to prepare the rice after it is 
harvested. Mr. Luo said his family had to 
live in the hills until they could borrow 
straw to rebuild the house. 

"They often take things, your furniture, 
your cow, your pig, your chickens, your pre
served meat," said a 35-year-old woman in 
another Guizhous Province village. "If you 
get sterilized, they take your stuff, and if 
you don't get sterilized, they beat you." 

"Some people have been beaten badly, fam
ily members and women," she added. "They 
take electric batons and they hit whomever 
they see." 
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COFFIN IS CONFISCATED 

She and other villagers were gathered in 
the house of Huang Guohai, a 37-year-old 
peasant who has two children, six years 
apart. For some reason, he never got a mar
riage license when he married 11 years ago. 

Because he had no license, the peasants 
said, a brigade of 10 people, wielding sticks 
and screwdrivers, came to his house last year 
at 1 o'clock in the morning and took away 
his wash basin and black-and-white tele
vision. What upset Mr. Huang even more was 
that they confiscated the coffin and funeral 
clothes he had prepared for his aged mother, 
to be used when she dies. 

Why didn't he resist? Mr. Huang explained, 
"If you don ' t let them take your things, 
you 'll just get beaten. " 

To the east, in Guangdong Province, peas
ants tend to be much richer and can often af
ford to pay the fines to have more children. 
Some of them manage to defeat the authori
ties. 

In Shunshui, a hamlet in Taishan County, 
Wu Tiaoyuan said he and his wife, 33, hid for 
several months while she was pregnant with 
their third child. She finally gave birth in 
February 1992 to the son they had always 
wanted. 

" We kept moving around from village to 
village," Mr. Wu said. " It was very hard, and 
I was scared." 

FRUITLESS ATTEMPT TO ESCAPE 

Wu Xinlian, a 30-year-old peasant whose 
dream was to have a son, thought she too 
could escape the policy. She has two daugh
ters, and so the authorities insisted that she 
be sterilized. 

When the family planning authorities 
swept into her village a year ago, preparing 
to take her and other women to the hospital 
for a tubal ligation, Ms. Wu fled to Shunshui, 
where she grew up. 

She stayed with her parents, planning to 
meet her husband secretly and become preg
nant. But the authorities discovered her 
whereabouts and sent two dozen officials to 
take her to a hospital for her tubal ligation. 
She said she did not dare refuse. 

" I have no idea how they found out I was 
here ," Ms. Wu said as she carried her young
er daughter on a visit to her parents in 
Shunshui. She added wistfully, " I really 
wanted a boy." 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair. 
I yield the floor and suggest the ab

sence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab

sence of a quorum has been suggested. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

THE LOBBYING DISCLOSURE ACT 
OF 1993 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, 
last evening and this morning, the 
managers of the bill, the distinguished 
Senators from Michigan and Maine, 
have been consulting with the distin
guished Republican leader and myself 

in an effort to determine the best 
method of proceeding. 

We are trying to accommodate the 
distinguished Senator from South Da
kota, who offered an amendment last 
evening, as well as proceeding with the 
bill. We have concluded that those ob
jectives would best be served, particu
larly accommodating the Senator from 
South Dakota, with an agreement that 
would set aside the pending committee 
amendments, including the Pressler 
amendment, until called back by my
self, after consultation with the Repub
lican leader. 

This agreement has been cleared on 
both sides. 

I now ask unanimous consent that 
the committee amendments, including 
the Pressler amendment numbered 342, 
be laid aside and that no call for the 
regular order with respect to these 
amendments be in order, except one 
made by the majority leader, after con
sultation with the Republican leader. 

Mr. COHEN. Reserving the right to 
object, and I shall not object, I wish to 
thank the majority leader for his ac
commodation, especially to the Sen
ator from South Dakota, who, we are 
told, has a medical problem he has to 
attend to. 

I think it is generous of the majority 
leader, under the circumstances, in 
trying to work out something more ac
commodating to the schedule. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the request is agreed to. The 
committee amendments are set aside. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
thank my colleague for his comments. 

I yield the floor. 
I understand from the managers that 

the bill is now open for amendment, 
that there are other amendments in
tended to be offered, and that the man
agers are now contacting those other 
Senators to see if we can get an amend
ment up. 

So votes are still possible throughout 
the day today. 

Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Michigan. 
AMENDMENT NO. 343 

(Purpose: To provide clarification of certain 
disclosure requirements, making technical 
amendments, and for other purposes) 
Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, while 

we are awaiting other amendments, 
there are two minor matters that we 
can perhaps take up. 

I send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN), 
for himself and Mr. COHEN, proposes an 
amendment numbered 343. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 2, line 10, strike out "investiga

tive" and insert in lieu thereof " administra
tion'' . 

On page 3, lines 12 through 14, strike out 
"An organization whose employees conduct 
lobbying activities on its behalf is both a cli
ent and an employer of the lobbyists." and 
insert in lieu thereof " An organization 
whose employees act as lobbyists on its be
half is both a client and an employer of its 
employee lobbyists.". 

On page 3, line 16, strike out "others" and 
insert in lieu thereof "persons" . 

On page 4, line 6, strike out "section 
3232(a)(2)" and insert in lieu thereof "section 
3132(a)(2)". 

On page 4, lines 14 and 15, strike out "regu
lations implementing section 2103" and in
sert in lieu thereof "section 7511". 

On page 6, lines 16 through 18, strike out 
"(as defined in regulations implementing 
section 49ll(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986)" and insert in lieu thereof "and 
communications with members, as defined 
under section 49ll(d)(l)(A) and (d)(3) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 and the regu
lations implementing such provisions,". 

On page 7, lines 13 through 15, strike out 
" officials serving in the Senior Executive 
Service or the uniformed services in the 
agency responsible for taking such action." 
and insert in lieu thereof " covered executive 
branch officials in the agency responsible for 
taking such action who serve in the Senior 
Executive Service, or who are members of 
the uniformed services whose pay grade is 
lower than 0-9 under section 201 of title 37, 
United States Code." . 

On page 7, line 24, strike out all after the 
comma through line 25 and insert in lieu 
thereof " article, publication or other mate
rial that is widely distributed to the public, 
or through the media;" . 

On page 8, lines 19 through 21, strike out 
" from a Federal agency or a congressional 
committee, subcommittee, or office;" and in
sert in lieu thereof " from a covered legisla
tive or executive branch official;" . 

On page 9, line 22, strike out " and" . 
On page 9, insert between lines 22 and 23 

the following new clause: 
(xv) a formal petition for agency action. 

made in writing pursuant to established 
agency procedures; and 

On page 9, line 23, strike out " (xv)" and in
sert in lieu thereof " (xvi)" . 

On page 10, line 21, strike out " Federal, 
State, or local" and insert in lieu thereof 
" national, regional, or local". 

On page 11, line 6, strike out " Federal, 
State, or local" and insert in lieu thereof 
" national, regional, or local". 

On page 11, line 11, insert " whichever is 
earlier," after " lobbying contacts,". 

On page 11, strike out lines 15 through 19 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

(2)(A) Notwithstanding paragraph (1), any 
person whose total income (in the case of an 
organization described under section 5(b)(3)) 
or total expenses (in the case of an organiza
tion described under section 5(b)(4)) in con
nection with lobbying activities do not ex
ceed, or are not expected to exceed-

(i) $1,000 in a semiannual period on behalf 
of a particular client, or 

(ii) $5,000 in a semiannual period on behalf 
of all clients, 
(as estimated under section 5), is not re
quired to register with respect to such client 
or clients. 

(B) The registration thresholds established 
in this paragraph shall be adjusted on Janu
ary 1 of each year divisible by 5 to the 
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amount equal to $1,000 and $5,000, respec
tively, in constant 1995 dollars (rounded to 
the nearest $100). 

On page 12, line 7, insert a comma and "ad
dress, and principal place of business" after 
"the name". 

On page 12, line 10, insert "registrant's" 
before "lobbying activities". 

On page 12, line 12, insert "registrant's" 
before "lobbying activities". 

On page 12, line 14, insert "registrant's" 
before "lobbying activities". 

On page 12, line 15, insert "address," after 
"name,". 

On page 12, line 19, insert before the semi
colon "or any organization identified under 
paragraph (3)". 

On page 12, line 22, strike out "the activi
ties of the client" and insert in lieu thereof 
"the registrant's lobbying activities". 

On page 13, line 1, insert "or any organiza
tion identified under paragraph (3)" after 
"the client". 

On page 13, lin·e' 8, insert "(as of the date of 
the registration)" before the semicolon. 

On page 13, line 11, insert "(or who has al
ready acted as a lobbyist on behalf of the cli
ent as of the date of the registration)" after 
"client". 

On page 13, lines 13 and 14, strike out "in 
the 2 years prior to the date of the registra
tion (or a report amending the registra
tion)," and insert in lieu thereof "in the 2-
year period before the date on which such 
employee first acted as a lobbyist on behalf 
of the client,". 

On page 13, lines 22 and 23, strike out "who 
engage in lobbying activities" and insert in 
lieu thereof "who act as lobbyists". 

On page 16, strike out lines 14 through 21 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

(3)(A) Any registrant whose total income 
(in the case of an organization described 
under subsection (b)(3)) or total expenses (in 
the case of an organization described under 
subsection (b)(4)) in connection with lobby
ing activities do not exceed-

(i) $1,000 in a semiannual period on behalf 
of a particular client, or 

(ii) $5,000 in a semiannual period on behalf 
of all clients, 
(as estimated under this section), or who 
does not make any lobbying contacts on be
half of a particular client, is deemed to be 
inactive during such period with respect to 
such client or clients and may comply with 
the reporting requirements of this section by 
notifying the Director, in such form as the 
Director may prescribe. 

(B) The reporting thresholds established 
under this paragraph shall be adjusted on 
January 1 of each year divisible by 5 to the 
amount equal to $1,000 and $5,000, respec
tively, in constant 1995 dollars (rounded to 
the nearest $100). 

On page 22, line 9, strike out "a noncompli
ance exists" and insert in lieu thereof "such 
person is in noncompliance with the require
ments of this Act". 

On page 22, line 24, strike out "a non
comoliance may exist" and insert in lieu 
thereof "such person may be in noncompli
ance with the requirements of this Act". 

On page 23, line 4, strike out "a noncompli
ance exists" and insert in lieu thereof "such 
person is in noncompliance with the require
ments of this Act". 

On page 23, line 6, insert "documentary" 
before "information". 

On page 23, lines 7 and 8, strike out "to de
termine whether the alleged noncompliance 
in fact exists" and insert in lieu thereof "to 
make such determination". 

On page 23, line 9, strike out "in a way". 

On page 24, line 1, insert ", or to any legis
lative or executive branch official outside 
the Office of Lobbying Registration and Pub
lic Disclosure (except as required for the en
forcement of this Act)," after "to the pub
lic". 

On page 24, line 10, insert "by the Direc
tor'.' after ''redaction''. 

On page 24, line 15, strike out "a non
compliance may exist" and insert in lieu 
thereof "such person may be in noncompli
ance with the requirements of this Act". 

On page 24, line 19, insert "and" after the 
semicolon. 

On page 24, line 20, strike out all through 
line 5 on page 25 and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: 

(2) if requested by such person within such 
30-day period, afford the person-

(A) in the case of a minor noncompliance, 
an informal hearing at which additional evi
dence may be presented; and 

(B) in the case of a significant noncompli
ance, an opportunity for a hearing on the 
record under the provisions of section 556 of 
title 5, United States Code. 

On page 25, lines 6 through 8, strike out 
"Upon the receipt of a written response, the 
completion of a hearing, or the expiration of 
30 days, the" and insert in lieu thereof 
"The". 

On page 27, insert between lines 8 and 9 the 
following new subsection: 

(f) LIMITATION.-No proceeding shall be ini
tiated under this section unless the Director 
notifies the person who is the subject of the 
proceeding of the alleged noncompliance, 
pursuant to section 7, within 3 years after 
the date on which the registration or report 
at issue was filed or required to be filed. 

On page 27, strike out lines 19 through 23 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

(2) if requested by such person within such 
30-day period, afford the person an informal 
hearing at which additional evidence may be 
presented. 

On page 28, strike out lines 16 through 21 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

(A) directing the person to provide the in
formation within a reasonable period of 
time; and 

(B) except where the noncompliance was 
the result of a good faith dispute over the va
lidity or appropriate scope of a request for 
information-

(i) including the noncompliance in a pub
licly available list of noncompliances, to be 
reported to the Congress on a semiannual 
basis; and 

(ii) assessing a civil monetary penalty in 
an amount not to exceed $10,000. 

On page 34, line 5, insert before "Section" 
the following: "(a) REVISED CERTIFICATION 
REQUIREMENTS.-". 

On page 35, insert between lines 2 and 3, 
the following new subsection: 

(b) DELETION OF OBSOLETE REPORTING RE
QUIREMENT .-Section 1352 of title 31, United 
States Code, is further amended by-

(1) striking out subsection (d); and 
(2) redesignating subsections (e), (f), (g), 

and (h) as subsections (d), (e), (f), and (g), re
spectively. 

On page 38, line 11, add after the period 
"No later than 1 year after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, final regulations shall 
be published.". 

On page 38, add after line 11, the following 
new subsection: 

(e) PHASE-IN PERIOD.-No penalty shall be 
assessed by the Director for any noncompli
ance with this Act which occurs during the 
first semiannual reporting period after the 
effective date of this Act. 

Mr. LEVIN. This amendment is sent 
to the desk on behalf of myself and 
Senator COHEN. 

Madam President, this amendment 
would make a number of minor and 
technical modifications to the provi
sions of the bill. 

1. DE MINIMIS STANDARD 
The most significant change made by 

the amendment is a revision to the de 
minimis standard for registration and 
reporting. 

Under a reported bill, any organiza
tion that spends less than $1,000 in a 
semiannual period is exempt from the 
registration and reporting require
ments. 

Under the amendment, any organiza
tion that spends less than $1,000 on be
half of a single client, or less than 
$5,000 on behalf of all clients, would be 
exempt. 

This change is made in recognition of 
the fact that the burden of registering 
the first time and coming within the 
coverage of the bill is greater than the 
incremental burden of registering for 
an additional client, for somebody who 
is already a lobbyist and is already reg
istered for other clients. 

Under this amendment, small busi
nesses and other small organizations 
whose employees engage in only occa
sional lobbying and who spend less 
than $5,000 on lobbying activities in a 
semiannual period, would not have to 
register. Established lobbyists who rep
resent many lobbying clients would 
still have to register on behalf of each 
client who pays them more than $1,000 
in a semiannual period. 

2. STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS 
The second most significant change 

made by the amendment is the addi
tion of a 3-year statute of limitations 
for enforcement proceedings under the 
bill. Under the bill as drafted, there is 
no statute of limitations at all; the 3-
year limitation would ensure that any 
enforcement proceeding is initiated 
within a reasonable period of time 
after the violation. 

In addition, the amendment would 
provide a 6-month phase-in period in 
which no penal ties would be assessed 
under the new statute. This phase-in 
period is an effort to balance the im
portance of implementing the new dis
closure requirements as soon as pos
sible with the demands placed on lob
byists and their employers as they 
work to become familiar with the new 
statute and implementing regulations. 

3. OTHER CHANGES 
The amendment would make minor 

clarifications to the definition of lob
bying contracts, the requirement to 
identify foreign affiliations, the hear
ing requirements in the bill, and the 
handling of information requests by 
the new Office of Lobbying Registra
tion. It would also correct citations 
and make several technical changes to 
clarify the wording of the bill. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? 

If not, the question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 343) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. COHEN. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 344 

(Purpose: To provide clarification of certain 
disclosure requirements, making technical 
amendments, and for other purposes) 
Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I send 

another amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN] 
proposes an amendment numbered 344. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 15, line 15, strike out "and". 
On page 15, line 20, strike out the period 

and insert in lieu thereof a semicolon and 
"and". 

On page 15, insert between lines 20 and 21 
the following new paragraph: 

(5) in the case of a registrant described 
under paragraph (3), the name, address, and 
principal place of business of any person 
other than the client who paid the registrant 
to lobby on behalf of the client. 

On page 26, line 9, beginning with 
"$100,000" strike out all through line 10 and 
insert in lieu thereof "$200,000, depending on 
the nature and extent of the noncompliance 
and the extent to which the person may have 
profited from the noncompliance.". 

On page 37. insert between lines 11 and 12 
the following new section: 
SEC. 18. IDENTIFICATION OF CLIENT. 

Any person who makes a lobbying contact 
with a covered legislative branch official or 
a covered executive branch official shall. on 
the request of the official at the time of the 
lobbying contact. state whether such person 
is registered under this Act and identify the 
client on whose behalf the lobbying contact 
is made. 

On page 37, line 12, strike out "SEC. 18." 
and insert in lieu thereof "SEC. 19.". 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, this 
amendment would tighten certain pro
visions of the bill and ensure that lob
byists cannot evade disclosure. First, if 
a lobbyist's bills are paid by somebody 
other than a client, the identity of the 
person who pays the bills would have 
to be disclosed under this amendment. 

Second, the amendment would re
quire point-of-contact disclosure. This 
means any lobbyist who contacts a 
covered official would be required to 
identify the client-the client on whose 
behalf the contact is made-if re
quested by the official contacted. 

Third, the amendment would raise 
the maximum penalty for serious or re
peated violations from $100,000 to 
$200,000 and add as a consideration in 
assessing penalties the extent to which 
the person may have profited from the 
noncompliance. Cases in which a per
son may be found to have benefited 
from a noncompliance could include in
stances in which a lobbyist was hired 
in part because the lobbyist agreed not 
to register under the act. 

So these changes would tighten pro
visions that are already in the bill to 
ensure that paid professional lobbyists 
cannot hid who their clients are. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 344) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. COHEN. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, as the 
leader indicated, the bill is open to 
amendment at this point. I know there 
are a number of amendments that peo
ple have indicated they are going to 
offer to the bill. I urge they come to 
the floor and offer those amendments. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. COHEN. Madam President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
REID). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, let me 
take just a few moments to express a 
matter of personal frustration. 

I have been serving on the bipartisan 
committee to reexamine the way in 
which Congress functions. The Senator 
sitting in the chair presiding over the 
Chamber right now is also a member of 
that committee. It is enormously frus
trating to me to spend the time that 
we spend analyzing what is wrong with 
this system-of looking at how many 
committees we serve on, how many 
subcommittees, overlapping commit
ments, overlapping jurisdiction-to try 
to find ways in which we can stream
line it. And the suggestions range all 
the way from combining the authoriz
ing committees with the Appropria
tions Committee, to rid ourselves of all 
select committees, to make various 
combinations-there are some 14 charts 
with 14 alternatives being presented to 
the committee members as ways in 
which we could become more efficient 
in doing the people's business. 

I know it must be enormously frus
trating for those who are here in Wash-

ington sitting in the galleries wonder
ing, perhaps as the refrain from Peggy 
Lee goes: Is that all there is? What are 
they doing? Or why are they not doing, 
and where are the Members? 

Now, to the people who are in the 
galleries and those who may be watch
ing these proceedings, we can say that 
many Members are in fact doing the 
people's business by attending commit
tee hearings, by meeting with their 
constituents, by performing other func
tions that go on on a daily basis, of 
which most people are completely un
aware. 

But that is something quite different 
than what we are doing here today. Our 
Members have been on notice for sev
eral days, certainly as long as last 
week, that we were going to take up 
the lobby disclosure bill. This is a bill 
which has widespread support. It has 
bipartisan support. Republicans and 
Democrats are strongly behind this 
modification of our existing laws to 
simplify the system, to make it more 
accountable, to alert the public to ex
actly who is contributing how much to 
whom and to what end. 

One would think it compelling for us 
to rush this legislation through the 
Chamber, to invite Members to sponsor 
whatever amendment they might have, 
and to complete it so we can go on to 
something else. But something appar
ently has happened on the way to the 
forum. There is no one here. The Mem
bers who are crying loudest for reform 
somehow do not feel compelled to come 
to the floor to offer their amendments. 

So I must say that it is enormously 
frustrating for us to simply sit here 
and waste away the afternoon, to wait 
until someone may decide to come at 4, 
5, or 6 o'clock and suddenly decide he 
or she would like to offer a controver
sial amendment that may, or may not, 
carry us until the late hours of the 
evening, not tonight, but certainly to
morrow night. That is the enormously 
frustrating part of this particular job, 
and we are not doing the Nation's busi
ness. 

If the bill is so important that the 
people feel it is imperative that we 
clean up the image of Congress, that 
we alert the public about who is lobby
ing whom and how much money is 
being spent and whether or not there is 
undue influence being exerted on the 
legislative process, it would seem to 
me that Members would feel compelled 
to come to the floor to discuss it; if not 
to discuss it, then to support it; if not 
to support it, then to modify it. But I 
must say, to read the editorials that 
have been written in various national 
publications that talk about the com
pelling need for this legislation, one 
would think that Members would be 
anxious to come to either help com
plete action on the bill or to seek to 
improve it, if they can. 

So I think we can wait a reasonable 
amount of time, I say to my col-



May 5, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 9279 
leagues. Perhaps after a reasonable pe
riod of time, if Members do not come to 
offer their amendments, the Senator 
from Maine will offer amendments on 
his own behalf which may, or may not, 
reflect a similar content to that which 
other Members have in mind. But I do 
not intend to sit here all afternoon and 
wait for Members to strategically de
cide when would be an appropriate 
time to propose an amendment. 

Last evening, we saw action com
pletely halted. After we each made 
opening remarks, we talked about the 
need to put aside partisan differences, 
to stop this kind of bickering that is 
taking place. This fighting is paralyz
ing the country, one volley of criticism 

· being countered by another volley 
back. And no sooner than we do that, 
we suddenly have an amendment which 
has nothing to do with this legislation 
but rather with campaign finance 
which was guaranteed to invoke a re
sponse from the majority party and to 
tie this legislation up for days. 

So we can go through all of the con
gressional reform. The Presiding Offi
cer can spend time with me and the 
other members of that committee. We 
can rearrange all the boxes, and we can 
talk about combing committees. But in 
the event that we do not start exercis
ing some discipline in this institution, 
the public is going to continue to look 
down upon us, not only from the gal
leries, but look down on us from the 
seats at home. 

Mr. President, I may have more to 
say on this subject later. But for now, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KOHL). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
am shortly going to send an amend
ment to the desk. 

After speaking with the distin
guished manager, Senator LEVIN, and 
comanager, Senator COHEN from 
Maine, I think what might be best is 
for me to speak a little bit about this 
amendment, give it some context, 
which I think would be helpful for 
other Senators, and then hopefully we 
will be ready to go forward soon with 
the amendment. 

Before proposing my amendment, Mr. 
President, I would like to congratulate 
Senator LEVIN-and I know that Sen
ator COHEN has worked closely with 
him-for his work on S. 349, the Lobby
ing Disclosure Act of 1993. 

I want to assure him that I deeply 
appreciate his work; I want to assure 
both Senators that I appreciate their 
work and I think the American people 
do, too. 

It has been, I think, maybe almost a 
half a century since we have had any 
real change in improving our lobbying 
disclosure laws. I think that the distin
guished Senator from Michigan has 
shown impressive leadership in bring
ing this bill to the floor now. 

I think that the last election showed 
that people want change. Sometimes I 
hear some of my colleagues argue that 
they do not really think that people 
are really that upset about some of the 
problems in the political process. But I 
think they are. 

I think people would like to see us 
change some of the basic ways in which 
we conduct politics in the country. I 
think all too often people feel ripped 
off; sometimes it is a perception and 
sometimes it is a real problem. In any 
case, I think people want to see more 
openness in this process. 

So, Mr. President, that is, in part, 
the context. 

I might also add that when President 
Clinton in his inaugural address said, 
"Americans deserve better, and in this 
city today there are people who want 
to do better. And so I say to all of you 
here, let us resolve to reform our poli
tics so that power and privilege no 
longer shout down the voice of the peo
ple. * * *" That really, I think, was a 
message that resonated with people all 
across the country. 

So, Mr. President, the spirit of this 
amendment, which I will shortly de
scribe and I hope to shortly introduce, 
is to make sure that special interests 
do not have an access and a special 
"in" with people in public office that 
meet other citizens of our country do 
not have. That is why I think this lob
bying disclosure bill is such an impor
tant piece of legislation. 

Having real disclosure of how lobby
ists do business in Washington will 
bring more sunshine into the process, 
sunshine that can serve as a powerful 
disinfectant. 

I think that Senator LEVIN and Sen
ator COHEN have taken us an enormous 
step in that direction, and I believe 
this amendment, which I would really 
characterize as a sunshine amendment, 
will bring more sunshine into this 
process and give people in the country 
a rather clear idea about the kind of fi
nancial benefits given by lobbyists to 
Members of Congress in any given year. 
Twice a year there will be clear ac
counting, so people will have some 
sense of what lobbyists have spent on 
individual Senators in relation to 
years, in relation to gifts, in relation 
to travel, and in relation to other lob
bying activities. And not just lobbying 
but in relation to some fundraising ac
tivity as well. 

Making sure those who lobby actu
ally register and disclose their lobby
ing activities is an essential element of 
campaign reform, but it is also an es
sential element of what this lobby dis
closure bill is about. According to the 

Wall Street Journal, under the current 
system, fewer than 6,000 of an esti
mated 80,000 lobbyists actually reg
ister. That is what is so significant 
about this Lobbying Disclosure Act of 
1993. 

I believe the amendment I am going 
to introduce will strengthen this legis
lation. But I have to say one more time 
I am in strong support of what this leg
islation calls for. 

The missing ingredient I think, Mr. 
President, is in this amendment. This 
amendment, which I hope will be ac
cepted by the chairman and approved 
by the full Senate, is designed to pin
point a certain aspect of lobbyists' ef
forts. In other words, I do not think it 
is enough for lobbyists to list in the ag
gregate the amount of money they 
spend on a particular piece of legisla
tion. I think we have to do better than 
that. What we have to do is make sure 
that lobbyists disclose financial favors 
and benefits to Members of the Con
gress and their staffs. This I think is an 
essential ingredient, because these spe
cial gifts and favors, these expendi
tures of money on Senators and Rep
resentatives and their staffs, have ev
erything in the world to do with lobby
ists' efforts to gain influence and to 
gain access. 

So I believe the amendment I am 
going to propose, which calls for spe
cific disclosures on the part of lobby
ists, is really a good-government 
amendment. It is the free tickets from 
the lobbyist to the Orioles. It is a free 
meal at corporate expense at the posh 
Washington restaurant La Colline-by 
the way, there could be meal after 
meal after meal, right now, as the cur
rent laws operate-or at some other 
restaurant in Washington, DC. I did not 
mean to pick on one. It is a 3-day trip 
to a sunny destination for an indus
try's conference. Now if, for example, a 
Member or staffer attends a con
ference, a retreat, at his or her own ex
pense, and receives no financial benefit 
with respect to that event, my amend
ment would not require disclosure. It is 
a contribution that is made by a com
pany or a union to a charity of our 
choice, since we can no longer accept 
honoraria. 

I think that with this amendment, S. 
349 provides for very strong and com
plete reporting requirements, and I 
think it is truly a significant piece of 
legislation. What I want to do in this 
amendment is make sure we also reveal 
the true extent of specific lobbying ef
forts in relation to specific Senators 
and Representatives and their staffs, 
and to make the process even more 
open and more accountable. 

So what I am calling for in this 
amendment is to make sure there is a 
specific disclosure of gifts, entertain
ment, travel, and other financial favors 
and benefits that lobbyists currently 
provide to Members of the Congress 
and their staff. Without this specific 
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disclosure I do not think we have gone 
far enough and I do not think we have 
done as well as we can as an ins ti tu
tion. 

One more time. I think the bill is an 
enormous step forward. This amend
ment is in the spirit of not opposing 
this piece of legislation but strengthen
ing it. The goal then, Mr. President, is 
to make sure that citizens have a full 
accounting, that the process is more 
open, and that in fact we have a spe
cific disclosure and accounting of fi
nancial benefits from lobbyists to 
Members of Congress and staff. 

I will not go through, at the moment, 
all of the definitions. Let me just pro
vide some examples of some of the cur
rent abuses which this amendment at
tempts to get at. Just a few examples 
of providing gifts. 

The Association of American Rail
roads spent $4,344 for Washington Cap
itals' tickets and $6,252 for Washington 
Redskins tickets in 1991, to give Mem
bers of the Congress and their staffs. 

ABC's "Prime Time Live" recently 
showed footage of a group of House 
Members, spouses, and aides, who flew 
by Air Force VIP jet in 1990, on a 12-
day trip to Barbados, Brazil, Argen
tina, and Costa Rica. One sequence 
filmed in Barbados showed lobbyists 
paying for the jet ski for a Member. 
Lobbyists from the insurance, com
puter, and toiletries industries also 
paid for dinners and receptions. 

Travel? In January 1992, a group of 
staffers, including aides from two con
gressional committees working on in
surance-related legislation, traveled to 
Key West, FL, for a 3-day weekend con
ference on insurance issues at the ex
pense of the insurance trade companies 
who attended the conference. 

I could go on and on, Mr. President. 
But, one more time, let me just talk 
about why I am pleased that I believe 
we will be able to work out some kind 
of an agreement and why I am very 
hopeful this amendment will be adopt
ed by the U.S. Senate and, for that 
matter, by the House of Representa
tives. 

It is important-I think as it has 
ever been in this country-to have 
more sunshine on this process, to have 
as open a process as possible, and to 
give the American people confidence in 
our institutions and in what we do as 
Senators and Representatives. Let me 
just tell you from what I have experi
enced in Minnesota in a lot of cafes, 
there is a lot of disillusionment. What 
this amendment attempts to do is to 
send a message to people throughout 
the country that we are very serious 
about real reform. I think that is what 
Sena tor LEVIN has done with this bill. 
I think that is what Senator COHEN has 
done. This amendment just takes it 
one step further. 

When we get to the point where we 
have an outright ban on gifts-and I 
know Sena tor LEVIN from Michigan 

has been a very strong voice in behalf 
of that, and I have cosponsored Senator 
LAUNTENBERG's bill to do that, and I 
will support his resolution that urges a 
ban of virtually all gifts and honoraria. 
I think that is absolutely essential. 
When that happens it will happen. But 
in the meantime I think it is extremely 
important to have a full accounting, 
each and every year, twice a year, of 
what lobbyists spend on Senators' and 
Representatives' meals, gifts, travel, 
and other financial benefits. And for 
that matter when a lobbyist-and it 
happens in Washington, DC, all the 
time-when a lobbyist holds some kind 
of gathering to raise money for a Sen
a tor or Representative, the amount of 
money that lobbyist puts into that 
gathering and the amount of money 
that is raised, all that ought to be a 
matter of the public record. 

We owe at least that to the people in 
our country. I think we owe it to our
selves as Senators who want to be ac
countable and to do well for people. I 
think the same can be said for the 
House of Representatives. As far as I 
am concerned, this amendment goes a 
long way toward making this more of a 
functioning representative democracy. 

Let me say one final time, I have 
been very pleased at the response of 
Senator LEVIN and Senator COHEN. I 
know there has been some resistance to 
this amendment, but I am confident we 
will have the support of the U.S. Rep
resentatives and Senators in the U.S. 
Congress because, Mr. President, it is 
the right thing to do. It is simply true 
that people all too often feel ripped off 
by the political process and they really 
are concerned that there are certain 
folks who march on Washington every 
day, called lobbyists, but most citizens 
in our country do not really know what 
they do. 

They do not know exactly how much 
access they have to Senators and Rep
resentatives. This amendment will re
quire a specific disclosure of what 
these lobbyists do by way of expendi
tures to Senators and Representatives 
and, therefore, goes a long way toward, 
I think, strengthening a really fine 
piece of legislation. I urge its adoption, 
and I ask that a copy of my "Dear Col
league" letter, along with several news 
articles and opinion pieces on this 
issue and the full text of my prepared 
statement, be printed in the RECORD at 
this point. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

STATEMENT OF SENATOR WELLSTONE 
-REQUIRE FULL LOBBYING DISCLOSURE Now 

INTRODUCTION 

Before offering my amendment, I want to 
congratulate Senator Levin for his work on 
S. 349, the Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1993. I 
want to assure him that I appreciate his hard 
work, his dedication and his willingness to 
take on an issue-improving our lobby dis
closure laws-that has proved daunting for 
many years in Congress. 

As the last election showed, the American 
people want change. They want a govern
ment that cares more about them than about 
special interests, and they want to reduce 
the influence of lobbyists and money. In 
large numbers, they were receptive to Ross 
Perot's message of political reform and were 
particularly responsive to Bill Clinton's call 
for change, for a government that will act on 
the people's needs on health care, on jobs 
and will end gridlock. 

A key part of President Clinton's message 
when he won the presidency was that, as 
President, he would change the way business 
is done in Washington and clean up the sys
tem and give this capital back to people to 
whom it belongs. 

As he stated in his inaugural address, 
"Americans deserve better, and in this city 
today there are people who want to do bet
ter. And so I say to all of you here, let us re
solve to reform our politics so that power 
and privilege no longer shout down the voice 
of the people * * *" 

It is amazingly easy for the voice of the 
people to be drowned out because currently 
we have a situation that allows special inter
ests to gain access and influence that is all 
too often unavailable to the average Amer
ican. 

That is why I think a lobby disclosure bill 
is such an important piece of legislation. 
Having real disclosure of how lobbyists do 
business in Washington will go a long way to 
bringing in more sunshine into the process
sunshine that can serve as a disinfectant-
and a sunshine that will provide the public 
with the necessary information to under
stand how public policy is influenced, and in 
turn, increase public confidence in our gov
ernment. 

WHERES. 349 FALLS SHORT 

Making sure that those who lobby actually 
register and disclose their lobbying activi
ties is an essential element of political re
form along with campaign finance reform. 
According to The Wall Street Journal, under 
the current system fewer than 6,000 of an es
timated 80,000 federal lobbyist actually reg
ister. A 1989 investigation found that not one 
of the top 10 Fortune 500 companies had reg
istered under federal lobby laws. 

While making needed improvement in pin
pointing who has to register and getting rid 
of current requirements to keep track of rel
atively trivial things like taxi receipts, S. 
349 as it is before us today is missing an es
sential ingredient. 

That ingredient is disclosure of a central 
aspect of many lobbyists' lobbying efforts
that of providing what may be called "finan
cial benefits" to Members of Congress and 
their staffs-often an essential ingredient of 
an organized lobbying effort to gain access 
and influence. 

It's the free tickets from a lobbyist to an 
Orioles game; it's the free meal at corporate 
expense at La Colline or another restaurant 
here in Washington; it's the three-day trip to 
a sunny destination for an industry's con
ference; it's a contribution made by a com
pany or union to the charity of our choice 
since we can no longer accept honoraria. 

While S. 349 may, in its reporting require
ments, show the overall dollar amount a reg
istrant's lobbying activities, it won't reveal 
the true extent of his or her lobbying efforts 
to influence Congress. 

CURRENT CONGRESSIONAL RULES GOVERNING 
GIFTS AND TRAVEL 

Current gift rules allow Senators to re
ceive in one year gifts from an individual 
valued at no more than $250 in a year. A gift 
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worth less than $100-the de minimis limit-
does not count toward the $250 limit and 
meals in Washington are totally excluded 
from the ban. I should note that some of us 
have different policies on top of these limits 
about accepting even these benefits, depend
ent on our own comfort level. 

Under current rules, for example, a cor
porate lobbyist can give a Member of Con
gress a gift worth $95 regularly without ever 
bumping up against the limit. A Member can 
go out to dinner weekly in Washington at 
the expense of a lobbyist and it is never 
counted against any limit, even if the dinner 
was valued at more than $250. There is also 
no reporting requirement for the gifts that 
are allowed. 

Current travel rules allow lobbyists and 
others to pay the travel expenses for Mem
bers and staff for "fact-finding" trips or for 
any event in which they "substantially par
ticipate." Senate limits on travel are up to 
three days for domestic travel and seven 
days for foreign trips, with all food and lodg
ing provided in conjunction with the travel 
unlimited. Some information about this 
travel is currently disclosed in Members' fi
nancial disclosure reports; however, the dis
closure can occur more than a year after the 
travel has occurred. In addition, for the pub
lic to get a complete picture of what a lobby
ing firm or a lobbyist is doing to influence 
Congress, it is currently necessary to review 
every Member's financial disclosure state
ment. 

A recent Prime Time Live show once again 
showed Members of Congress in a sunny lo
cale enjoyed at the expense of lobbyists, 
again reinforcing the public's perception 
that these expense-paid trips are too often 
little more than lobbyist-funded vacations 
providing lobbyists with personal access to 
Members and would not be disclosed by lob
byists under S. 349. 

NEED FOR PROMPT ENACTMENT OF A 
COMPREHENSIVE GIFT BAN 

I, like a number of my colleagues, would 
like to see this type of activity stop. It 
harms public confidence in government and 
undermines our own ability to know when 
we've crossed the line. There are those of us 
who would like to see Members unable to re
ceive financial benefits. 

But the stark reality of this moment in 
that there is no such comprehensive ban cur
rently and, no matter how strong our inten
tions may be, I don't underestimate the dif
ficulty in achieving a comprehensive ban for 
all of Congress. 

The name of S. 349 is not the Lobby Reg
istration Act of 1993 or the Lobbying Activ
ity Act; it is supposedly the Lobby Disclo
sure Act of 1993. Without requiring disclo
sure of the gifts, entertainment, travel and 
other financial favors and benefits that lob
byists currently provide to Members of Con
gress and staff, there is not real disclosure of 
what lobbyists are currently permitted to 
provide to Members as part of their lobbying 
efforts. Lobbyists deserve to be treated dif
ferently because lobbyists, by definition, are 
in the business of trying to influence Con
gress. 

PURPOSE OF WELLSTONE AMENDMENT AND 
PRESIDENT CLINTON 

The goal of my amendment is to ensure 
that all financial benefits that lobbyists are 
currently allowed to give Members are dis
closed in a manner that is accessible to the 
public. 

The amendment simply adds another sec
tion to the semi-annual report already re
quired in S. 349 where a lobbyists would 
itemize these particular financial benefits. 

When President Clinton was Governor of 
Arkansas, the Arkansas legislature tried to 
pass a weaker lobby disclosure bill that did 
not include this kind of itemized disclosure. 
Then-Governor Clinton rejected the legisla
tion and, instead, took the issue to the pub
lic through a successful citizens' initiative. 
The law approved by the voters requires a 
registered lobbyist to publicly disclose a de
scription of the amount of the financial ben
efit provided and the public official to whom 
the benefit was given. 

A recent letter sent to Representative Bry
ant from President Clinton endorsed the bill 
before us but stated that he hoped it would 
be strengthened. My amendment will 
strengthen this bill in the most fundamen
tally important way in line with President 
Clinton's efforts in Arkansas. 

My amendment seeks to include a similar 
requirement for itemized disclosure at the 
federal level so that citizens can look at a 
registered lobbyist's disclosure report and 
see a complete picture of the financial favors 
and benefits a lobbyist is providing to indi
vidual Members of Congress as the lobbyist 
attempts to influence congressional deci
sions. 

I want to emphasize that my amendment is 
aimed only at disclosure for registered lob
byists. While there is obviously a need for a 
gift ban to be comprehensive and cover oth
ers besides lobbyists, this focus is entirely 
appropriate and in fact essential for a bill 
that is dealing with lobbyists disclosing in
formation about their lobbying activities 
and not dealing with reporting requirements 
for Members of Congress or congressional 
staff. 

The amendment also only covers financial 
benefits provided to legislative branch offi
cials since current standards of conduct 
rules for the executive branch preclude offi
cials since current standards of conduct 
rules for the executive branch preclude offi
cials from accepting any gift valued at more 
than $20. All gifts aggregate toward an over
all $50 calendar year limit. 

DESCRIPTION OF WELLSTONE AMENDMENT 

To describe my amendment, let me answer 
the questions that my colleagues are likely 
to pose. First, what do I mean by the term 
"financial benefits?" I mean essentially any
thing of value. Benefits with a market value 
of less than $20 are excluded; however, once 
a lobbyist has provided benefits which aggre
gate more than $50 in a calendar year, all 
subsequent benefits would be subject to dis
closure regardless of their value. This $20 
level was put in for two reasons: first, it 
tracks levels for gifts for the executive 
branch, and second, it alleviates lobbyists 
from keeping track of items of relatively 
minor significance, such as cups of coffee, 
notebooks, etc. Otherwise, any gift, trans
portation, entertainment, food, lodging, con
tribution given in lieu of honoraria, loan or 
other expenditure provided directly or indi
rectly to a Member or to staff is covered 
under the disclosure requirement. Items of 
modest value such as a cup of coffee. dough
nut offered other than as part of a meal, or 
such as a greeting card or other item of little 
intrinsic value such as a plaque or certifi
cate, are not covered by the amendment. 

What do I mean by "provided directly or 
indirectly to a Member?" I mean that any 
benefit given directly to a Member must be 
disclosed, as well as any benefit given to any 
entity named after or established, main
tained, controlled by a Member. It also in
cludes any benefit provided to any entity on 
behalf of or in the name of a Member. Addi
tionally, if a registered lobbyist directs a cli-

ent to give the financial benefit, then that 
must also be disclosed. For example, if Gen
eral Motors registers under the bill's require
ments, then any financial benefit paid for 
out of corporate funds, whether provided by 
the GM lobbyist or by the CEO of the com
pany, would be disclosed. In a different ex
ample, the case of a registrant with a num
ber of clients, the registrant would be re
quired to disclose not only those financial 
benefits he or she provided to a Member di
rectly, but also any financial benefits given 
by one of the registrant's client to a Member 
or congressional staff at the registrant's sug
gestion, recommendation or direction. 

What has to be disclosed by the registered 
lobbyist about these financial benefits? A 
lobbyist has to disclose the name of the 
Member or staff and their position; the 
value, type and date of the financial benefit 
provided and, the name of the entity receiv
ing the financial benefit. 

What if an employee or client of the reg
istered lobbyist gives the gift or benefit in
stead of the registered lobbyist? To this 
question, I should first note that the intent 
of this amendment is to require disclosure of 
lobbyists' activities and not to substitute for 
a gift ban, that, as I have stated previously, 
I believe should be enacted. The amendment 
requires that registrant must disclose any fi
nancial benefit given "directly or indi
rectly" by the registrant, or by a lobbyist 
employed by the registrant. 

EXCEPTIONS FROM THE DETAILED REPORTING 
REQUIREMENTS 

1. In the case of a conference or retreat 
sponsored by or affiliated with an official 
congressional organization such as a party 
caucus, a lobbyist would be required to re
port a single figure of the registrant's ex
penses for the event, a description of the 
event and the event's sponsor, and the date 
of the event. 

2. In the case of a reception or other event 
hosted or cohosted with, or in honor of, a 
Member, a lobbyist would report a single fig
ure of his or her incurred expenses for the 
event, a description of the event and the 
name of the Member with whom the event 
was hosted or in whose honor the event was 
given. The terms "reception or other event" 
are intended to be applied in their usual 
sense and not used by a lobbyist to redefine 
or rename an event to escape the more de
tailed reporting requirements of the item
ized listing. 

3. In the case of campaign fundraising ac
tivity by a lobbyist-perhaps one of the most 
critical activities lobbyists currently under
take to increase their influence-a lobbyist 
would be required to disclose for whom the 
fundraising activity was done a description 
of the activity including the date expenses 
incurred, the aggregate amount of contribu
tions known by the registrant to have * * * 
to the Member as a result of the fundraising 
activity. 

A VOIDLlllG UNREASONABLE BURDENSOME 
REQUIREMENTS 

In requiring disclosure of this information, 
I want to note that lobbyists already keep 
track of most of this information. If a lobby
ist takes a Senator to dinner, he or she has 
to keep track of the expense in order to get 
reimbursed or to bill the client for it. A lob
byist also has to keep track of it if he or she 
wants to take a business tax deduction-a 
policy which, if President Clinton has his 
way, will soon be ended with revenues help
ing to clean up campaigns. 

I should note that in drafting this amend
ment, we have tried to be as comprehensive 



9282 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE May 5, 1993 
as possible without being burdensome. We 
recognize that there are some financial fa
vors or benefits that lobbyists provide that, 
while disclosed, should be treated dif
ferently. These exceptions are not intended 
to be loopholes, but are included to capture, 
in specific and limited instances, the basic 
information needed for the public to under
stand the nature and scope of the lobbying 
activity. 

SUMMARY 
To summarize, let me again state that I, 

like many of my colleagues such as Senators 
Levin, Lautenberg and Boren, support a com
prehensive ban on gifts to Members whatever 
the source. I look forward to the day we will 
have enacted such a ban on the floor after 
ensuring that it is comprehensive and hope
fully tracks the current executive branch 
standards of conduct rules. But that day is 
not yet. The New York Times May 2, 1993 
editorial hit the nail on the head when it 
stated, "A ban on financial favors is by far 
the best solution. But no one can count on 
that happening." In the meantime, we are 
debating a bill that is supposed to disclose 
for public review and examination essential 
information about the efforts of lobbyists to 
influence Congress and the executive branch. 
My amendment is an effort to make sure 
that the essential information about those 
activities involving Congress is in fact avail
able. 

The fact is the current congressional rules 
allow lobbyists too many avenues to sub
sidize an attractive lifestyle for Members of 
Congress. The $250 maximum for gifts is too 
high, the SlOO de minimus is too high, and 
the provisions for unlimited meals in Wash
ington is plain wrong. The current rules gov
erning acceptance and disclosure of travel 
require too little information too late. These 
rules should be significantly tightened to 
track the current executive branch rules. 
What my amendment will do is ensure that, 
until that time comes, the public will have 
the opportunity to see how lobbyists cur
rently do business in Washington. It will also 
ensure that any areas not covered by such a 
gift ban-either because of a misguided, but 
intentional exclusion or because of their 
unique nature-are still subject to disclo
sure. 

This information is critical to ensuring 
public confidence in the decisions that are 
eventually made. I again congratulate Sen
ator Levin for his efforts and urge your sup
port for my amendment. 

AMENDMENT INTENDED TO BE PROPOSED BY 
MR. LEVIN (FOR MR. WELLSTONE, MR. 
FEINGOLD, MR. KOHL, AND MR. BRADLEY) 
Strike all after "Additional" and in lieu 

thereof insert the following: 
INFORMATION ON FINANCIAL BENEFITS 

(1) IN GENERAL.-In addition to the infor
mation described in subsection (b), each reg
istrant shall include in its semiannual re
ports under subsection (a) or in a separate 
report on financial benefits, subject to the 
same filing requirements, a list of each indi
vidual financial benefit provided directly or 
indirectly by a registrant (including a finan
cial benefit provided by a lobbyist employed 
by or a lobbyist who is a member of a reg
istrant) to a covered legislative branch offi
cial, to an entity that is established, main
tained, controlled, or financed by a covered 
legislative branch official, or to any other 
person or entity on behalf of or in the name 
of a covered legislative branch official, dis
closing-

(A) with respect to each financial benefit 
other than one described in subparagraph 
(B), (C), or (D); 

(i) the name and position of the covered 
legislative branch official or other person or 
entity to whom or which the financial bene
fit was provided; 

(ii) the nature of the financial benefit; 
(iii) .the date on which the financial benefit 

was provided; and 
(iv) the value of the financial benefit; 
(B) with respect to each financial benefit 

that is in the form of a conference, retreat, 
or similar event for or on behalf of covered 
legislative branch officials that is sponsored 
by or affiliated with an official congressional 
organization 

(i) the nature of the conference, retreat, or 
other event; 

(ii) the date or dates on which the con
ference, retreat, or other event occurred; 

(iii) the identity of the organization that 
sponsored or is affiliated with the event; and 

(iv) a single aggregate figure for the ex
penses incurred by the registrant in connec
tion with the conference, retreat, or similar 
event; 

(C) with respect to each financial benefit 
that is in the form of an event that is hosted 
or cohosted with or in honor of 1 or more 
covered legislative branch officials---

(i) the name and position of each such cov
ered legislative branch official; 

(ii) the nature of the event; 
(iii) the date on which the event occurred; 

and 
(iv) the expenses incurred py the registrant 

in connection with the event; and 
(D) with respect to each financial benefit 

that is in the form of election campaign 
fundraising activity-

(i) the name and position of the covered 
legislative branch official on behalf of whom 
the fundraising activity was performed; 

(ii) the nature of the fundraising activity; 
(iii) the date or dates on which the fund

raising activity was performed; 
(iv) the expenses incurred by the registrant 

in connection with the fundraising activity; 
and 

(v) the number of contributions and the ag
gregate amount of contributions known by 
the registrant to have been made to the cov
ered legislative branch official as a result of 
the fundraising activity. 

(2) EXEMPTION.-A list described in para
graph (1) need not disclose financial benefits 
having a value of S20 or less to the extent 
that the aggregate value of such financial 
benefits that are provided to or on behalf of 
a covered legislative branch official or other 
person or entity during the calendar year in 
which the semiannual period covered by the 
report occurs has not exceeded $50. 

(3) DEFINITION .-As used in this subsection, 
the term "financial benefit"-

(A) means anything of value given to, on 
behalf of, or for the benefit of a covered leg
islative branch official, including-

(i) a gift; 
(ii) payment for local or long-distance 

transportation, entertainment, food, or lodg
ing, whether provided in kind, by purchase of 
a ticket, by payment in advance or by reim
bursement, or otherwise; 

(iii) a contribution or other payment made 
to a third party in lieu of an honorarium on 
the basis of a designation, recommendation, 
or other specification made by the covered 
legislative branch official; 

(iv) reimbursement of an expense; 
(v) a loan; and 
(vii) an expenditure made for a conference, 

retreat, or other event benefiting a covered 
person, but 

(B) does not include-
(i) a contribution, as defined in the Federal 

Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 

et seq.), that is required to be reported under 
that Act, unless the contribution is in the 
form of participation in a fundraising activ
ity on behalf of a covered legislative branch 
official, including the solicitation of con
tributions, hosting or cohosting of a fund
raising event, or service on a campaign 
steering committee or its equivalent; 

(ii) a modest item of food or refreshments, 
such as a soft drink, coffee, or doughnut, of
fered other than as part of a meal; 

(iii) a greeting card or other item of little 
intrinsic value, such as a plaque, certificate, 
or trophy, that is intended solely for presen
tation. 

(iv) financial benefits given under cir
cumstances which make it clear that the 
benefits are motivated by a family relation
ship rather than the position of the recipi
ent; 

(v) financial benefits which are not used 
and which are promptly returned to the 
donor; or 

(vi) widely attended receptions to which 
covered legislative branch officials are in
vited, other than events described in para
graph (l)(B) of this subsection. 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, May 3, 1993. 

DEAR COLLEAGUE: When the Lobbying Dis
closure Act of 1993 comes to the Senate floor 
later this week, I intend to offer an amend
ment requiring disclosure of financial bene
fits provided by lobbyists to Members of Con
gress and congressional staff. I write to ask 
for your support and cosponsorship of that 
amendment. 

Recent public opinion polls demonstrate 
clearly that the public's trust in Congress is 
at an historic low, and the demand for politi
cal reform is very high. This amendment 
would be a modest interim step toward con
forming Congressional gift rules to the exec
utive branch's more stringent treatment of 
gifts from special interest lobbyists. 

The laws governing lobbying activities 
have not been revised since 1946. According 
to the Wall Street Journal, less than 6,000 of 
the approximately 80,000 people who lobby 
are registered as lobbyists under current 
law. While S. 349 would make significant im
provements in registering people who lobby, 
the bill falls far short of providing complete 
information about the many ways lobbyists 
influence Members of Congress, by providing 
to them trips to expensive resorts, gifts, 
fundraising support, meals, and tickets to 
sporting and other entertainment events. 

Specifically, S. 349 does not require de
tailed disclosure of financial benefits that 
lobbyists provide to Members of Congress 
and their staffs. Without disclosure of this 
information, credible and complete lobby 
disclosure will not be achieved. 

My amendment would require lobbyists to 
report the gifts, meals, entertainment and 
other financial benefits that they currently 
provide to Members and staff. The reporting 
requirement applies only if the benefit pro
vided to a covered legislative branch official 
exceeds $20 per occasion or aggregates more 
than $50 in a calendar year. This $20 de mini
mus and S50 calendar year limit trac.ks the 
levels for prohibited gifts for the executive 
branch and prevents lobbyists from having 
to keep track of items of relatively minor 
significance. 

The amendment also contains exceptions 
which would allow registered lobbyists to 
disclose aggregate expenditures for widely
attended receptions, for events hosted or co
hosted by legislative branch officials, and for 
contributions for legislative conferences or 
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retreats. In addition, the amendment would 
require registered lobbyists to disclose if 
they have undertaken fundraising activities 
on behalf of Members of Congress. 

Like many of our colleagues, I believe that 
Members of Congress should not be allowed 
to accept gifts of significant value directly 
from anyone who may have an interest in 
matters before the Congress. I have joined 
Senator Lautenberg in circulating draft leg
islation to substantially tighten the existing 
rules governing the acceptance of gifts, 
meals, and travel by Members of Congress 
and Congressional staff. This legislation will 
be introduced later this week . But until such 
a ban is enacted, we must require full disclo
sure of the financial benefits that lobbyists 
provide to Members of Congress. Indeed, dis
closure may help to hasten the day when we 
enact such a ban. 

S. 349 is an important and timely initia
tive, and commend Chairman Levin .for his 
tireless efforts to 'Qring the bill to the Senate 
floor for our consideration. In unveiling S. 
349, Senator Levin quoted former U.S. Su
preme Court Justice Louis D. Brandeis, who 
wrote, " Sunlight is said to be the best dis
infectant." I believe my· amendment will 
complete the important work Senator Levin 
has undertaken with this bill by providing 
sunlight on the complex interactions be
tween lobbyists and Members of Congress. 

I believe that with this amendment S. 349 
will be the next step in the march we must 
take toward true political reform, including: 
rejecting Senate salary increases in years 
when federal employees are being called 
upon to take pay cuts, enacting Motor Voter 
legislation, enacting genuine campaign fi
nance reform legislation, prohibiting signifi
cant gifts from lobbyists, and streamlining 
the operations of the federal government, in
cluding the U.S. Congress. 

I urge you to cosponsor and support my 
amendment to S. 349 to require lobbyists to 
disclose this most basic information about 
their lobbying efforts-information that is 
needed to ensure our accountability to the 
American people. If you are interested in co
sponsoring, or have any questions about my 
amendment, please contact my directly or 
have your staff contact Colin McGinnis of 
my staff at x45641. 

Thanks for your consideration. 
Sincerely, 

PAUL DAVID WELLSTONE, 
U.S. Senator. 

P.S.-I have enclosed several recent edi
torials on lobbying disclosure from the New 
York Times in which I thought you might be 
interested. 

[From the New York Times, Feb. 25, 1993) 
INDECENT DISCLOSURE 

There's a big problem with proposed new 
Federal legislation to curb the influence of 
lobbyists. The lobbyists aren't rallying 
against it. That means Congress, aided and 
abetted by President Clinton, is getting 
ready to commit a giant hoax. 

This hoax has a title: the Lobbyist Disclo
sure Act of 1993. A more apt title might be 
the Congressional Freebies Preservation Act. 
The measure, expected to be moved on today 
by the Senate Governmental Affairs Com
mittee, is a blueprint for concealing how 
favor-seeking special interests bestow bene
fits on members of Congress and their staffs. 

Under the bill, backed by a bipartisan 
group led by Senator Carl Levin, Democrat 
of Michigan, loophole-ridden disclosure rules 
now in force would be replaced with a single 
statute that covers Congress and the execu
tive branch, and provides realistic penalties 

for non-compliance. That is an advance over 
the farcical scheme that allows most Wash
ington lobbyists-including lawyers rep
resenting foreign corporations-to avoid reg
istering at all. 

Representative John Bryant, Democrat of 
Texas, says the Levin bill would let the pub
lic really see "how lobbying is done in the 
halls of Congress." Not true. The bill's sani
tized disclosure rules require revelation by 
lobbyists of their total expenditures but 
omit a much more telling member-by-mem
ber listing of the expensive meals, vacations, 
plane rides and other goodies lobbyists dole 
out in a form of legalized bribery. Omitted, 
too, is any disclosure of lobbyists' role as 
rainmakers for campaign funds. 

There's still time for the bill's sponsors to 
reconsider and offer corrective amendments. 
But lawmakers are clearly reluctant to docu
ment what they've grown accustomed to ac
cepting on the sly. What an opportunity for 
that avenging angel of the people, William 
Jefferson Clinton, to fly down and set things 
right. 

After all, he knows how to write a lobbying 
law. He blocked a weak disclosure bill in the 
Arkansas Legislature, and then went to vot
ers with an initiative that put a much 
stronger one in place. But Mr. Clinton, who 
loves to talk, is now doing it out of both 
sides of his mouth: he has launched a verbal 
assault against "high-priced lobbyists" while 
hastily backing the phony reform measure 
that would perpetuate their undue influence. 
Will the guy who flew in Arkansas please 
stand up, or has he already succumbed to bad 
company? 

ARKANSAS AND AMERICA 

A comparison of key provisions of the Ar
kansas lobbying disclosure law with the pro
posed lobbying disclosure bill pending in the 
Senate. 

What lobbyists must disclose Arkansas 
law Senate bill 

Client's identity ............... . 
Issues and committees lobbied . 
Gifts to lawmakers ...................... . 
Travel and lodging for lawmakers .... 
Receptions and other events for lawmakers .... 
Contributions to lawmakers' pet charities . 

Yes 
No 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

[From the New York Times, May 2, 1993) 
THIS LOBBYING REFORM REALLY ISN'T 

Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
No 
No 

The 100 members of the U.S. Senate will 
have to take a stand on government ethics 
any day now. A flawed piece of legislation 
called the Lobbyist Disclosure Act of 1993 is 
speeding toward the Senate floor, where it 
will force the senators to confront whether 
they are serious about curbing the undue in
fluence of monied lobbyists. 

The chief sponsor, Senator Carl Levin, 
Democrat of Michigan, wants to get the 
measure passed quickly and claim it as a vic
tory for reform. As it now stands, the bill's 
real beneficiaries would be Washington's lob
bying industry and the Congressional life 
style it supports with free vacations, expen
sive meals, tickets to sold-out sporting 
events and other legal bribes to lawmakers. 

The bill cleans up the present registration 
rules so that lobbyists could no longer es
cape their coverage. But lobbyists would 
have to report only their total expenditures. 
They would be spared a member-by-member 
accounting of the benefits they bestow, in
cluding pivotal help in raising campaign 
funds. Missing, in other words, is the sort of 
disclosure that might actually embarrass 
lawmakers into cleaning up their acts. 

Consider, for example, the four-day stay 10 
House members and their spouses recently 

enjoyed at the South Seas Plantation resort 
on Captiva Island off Florida's west coast. 
The entire tab was picked up by the Elec
tronic Industries Association. An eyebrow
raising report last week on ABC's "Prime 
Time Live" captured the junketeers-includ
ing members of some of Congress's most 
powerful committees-playing golf and soak
ing up the sun poolside with lobbyists from 
companies like General Electric, Texas In
struments and Boeing. 

Under Mr. Levin's bill, the trip, and telling 
information about how much money the lob
byists spent on each lawmaker, would go un
disclosed. Even so, Mr. Levin and his biparti
san co-sponsors say the bill represents a 
major advance and that to tamper with it 
risks killing it. After passing this bill, they 
say, Congress can enact separate legislation 
or rules to ban gifts from lobbyists and oth
ers. Senator Frank Lautenberg, Democrat of 
New Jersey, along with Mr. Levin and oth
ers, already plans to introduce such a bill; he 
is now seeking a non-binding resolution that 
would get the chamber on record in favor of 
taking some action. 

A ban on financial favors is by far the best 
solution. But no one can count on that hap
pening. In the meantime, Mr. Levin has the 
burden of explaining why-in the name of re
form-he would permit lobbyists to keep se
cret all the favors they hand out to members 
of Congress. 

Senator Paul Wellstone, the freshman 
Democrat from Minnesota, will offer an 
amendment to the Levin bill requiring full 
disclosure of financial favors from lobbyists. 
That would force every Senator to take a 
stance on ethics in full view of the elector
ate. Let light be the best disinfectant. 

[From the New York Times, Feb. 14, 1993) 
STILL OUT TO LUNCH ON LOBBYISTS 

Give George Steinbrenner this much cred
it: he knows how Congress works. With some 
well-placed campaign contributions and 
well-connected lobbyists, the owner of the 
New York Yankees won quiet approval from 
Congress last fall for a $58 million bailout for 
his family shipbuilding business. 

There were no public hearings, and the 
Government officials who had rejected the 
firm's claims for contract overruns were 
never consulted. Nor was there any way for 
the public to tell how rriuch the lobbyists 
shelled out to wine, dine and otherwise per
suade targeted lawmakers of the virtues of 
Mr. Steinbrenner's plea. 

A typical case-and thus more reason for 
tougher regulations on lobbying. Yet Con
gress and the President seem ready to dis
pose of the issue with an inadequate bill just 
introduced by Senator Carl Levin, Democrat 
of Michigan. 

The bill has some virtues. It would replace 
the present lobbying disclosure laws with a 
single uniform statute and plug loopholes so 
that some lobbyists, like lawyers who rep
resent foreign companies, could no longer es
cape registration. 

Moreover, lawyer-lobbyists and other hired 
guns would have to disclose the identity of 
their clients, the issues they lobby on, the 
Federal agencies and Congressional commit
tees contacted, and the total receipts from 
clients-all in a form that can be cross-in
dexed with campaign contribution data on 
file with the Federal Election Commission. 

But such disclosure would still fall well 
below the level necessary to challenge the 
prevailing atmosphere in Washington. The 
public might be told a lobbyists was paid an 
eyebrow-raising $500,000 for two months' 
light work. But the bill wouldn ' t require lob-
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byists to reveal details of the many benefits 
they now lavish on lawmakers: the trips to 
fancy resorts, the meals, the good seats at 
sold-out sporting events, gifts to a member's 
charitable foundation or favorite charity, 
cheap access to corporate jets and other 
goodies. 

Nor would they have to fess up about the 
campaign contributions they raise for law
makers-a major reason lobbyists hold so 
much sway. 

Since the bill spares lawmakers all this 
embarrassment, it's easy to understand the 
rush in Congress to pass it and claim a re
form victory. President Clinton's support is 
harder to figure. He understands the public's 
need for fuller disclosure by lobbyists; in
deed, he fought for it in Arkansas. If it's 
good for Arkansas, why not for America? 

Ideally, Congress ought to reform cam
paign financing and outlaw all the other 
ways lobbyists for monied special interests 
now subsidize lawmakers' life styles. To ex
pect that much integrity from Congress isn't 
asking too much. But complete lobbying dis
closure, itemized member by member, seems 
the bare minimum. 

[From Roll Call, Sept. 30, 1991] 
EDIT()RIAL: PRIVATELY FUNDED TRAVEL 

NEEDS MORE DISCLOSURE 
It's rare that we offer a compliment to 

Ralph Nader, but he deserves this one. Con
gress Watch, an arm of his group Public Citi
zen, earlier this month published a superb 
analysis of privately funded travel by Mem
bers of the House in 1989 and 1990. Public Cit
izen is opposed to all privately funded travel. 
"If a trip is deemed to be in the interest of 
the general public and therefore worth tak
ing," says the introduction to the report, "it 
should be funded by the government." We 
disagree. We think it's perfectly appropriate 
for a Member to give a speech to a trade as
sociation and let the association pay for his 
or her flight and hotel room. We also think 
it's acceptable for corporations to fly Mem
bers out to visit their manufacturing facili
ties. Certainly, travel can be abused, but 
judging possible abuse is a function for the 
electorate. 

Is a member of the Banking Committee, 
for instance, accepting too many trips from 
financial institutions to sunny climes? 
That's for voters to decide, but the judgment 
is difficult, if not impossible, if the voters 
don't have the proper information. Members 
must report their privately funded travel to 
the Clerk of the House, but the records are 
often sketchy and sloppy-and it's difficult 
to compare one Member with another. 

That's where the Public Citizen study 
comes in. Constituents of Rep. John LaFalce 
(D-NY), a Banking Committee member, will 
learn, for example, that their Congressman 
took 14 trips in the course of two years that 
were paid for by financial firms and associa
tions. Among his journeys were two to Puer
to Rico and eight to Florida. Another New 
Yorker, GOP Rep. Norman Lent took trips to 
the following Florida venues in 1990: Tampa 
(Jan.), Naples (Jan.), Boca Raton (March), 
Fort Myers (April), and Captiva (April). 
Thanks to the study, voter-or election chal
lengers-can ask what the trips were for. We 
chose LaFalce and Lent at random; their 
travel is above average but far from the top. 
In fact, Rep. Charles Stenholm (D-Texas) was 
the leading corporate traveler, with 50 trips 
in two years, most of them paid for by agri
cultural interests like the National Turkey 
Federation and the International Ice Cream 
Association. Stenholm, not coincidentally, 
chairs the livestock, dairy, and poultry sub
committee. 

Disclosure remains the best disinfectant, 
but even with Public Citizen's heroic job of 
collating, huge gaps remain. The Nader 
group has a fallback position from its total 
ban on privately funded travel, and most of 
its recommendations make sense. Members 
of Congress, the study concludes, should be 
required to: "list the actual value of the trip, 
describe what role the law-maker played at 
the event, disclose any charities which re
ceive a donation from the trip sponsor (since 
honoraria that go directly into a Member's 
pocket are now banned), and disclose their 
trips on a monthly basis in a report printed 
in the Congressional Record." 

These requirements we heartily endorse. 
Congress has made great strides in recent 
years in laying out its activities for the pub
lic to judge. In the matter of travel, it must 
go further. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the role. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to add Senator 
BRADLEY as a cosponsor to this amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 345 

(Purpose: To require the reporting of certain 
financial benefits provided by lobbyists to 
covered officials) 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

sent an amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report the amendment. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 

WELLSTONE], for himself, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. 
KOHL, and Mr. BRADLEY, proposes an amend
ment numbered 345. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is to ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 15, between lines 20 and 21 insert 

the following: 
(c) ADDITIONAL INFORMATION To BE IN

CLUDED IN REPORT.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-In addition to the infor

mation described in subsection (b), a semi
annual report under subsection (a) shall con
tain a list of each individual financial bene
fit provided directly or indirectly by a reg
istrant (including a financial benefit pro
vided by a lobbyist employed by or a lobbyist 

who is a member of a registrant) to a covered 
legislative branch official, to an entity that 
is named after or is established, maintained, 
controlled, or financed by a covered legisla
tive branch official, or to any other person 
or entity on behalf of or in the name of a 
covered legislative branch official, disclos
ing-

(A) with respect to each financial benefit 
other than one described in subparagraph 
(B), (C), (D), or (E)-

(i) the name and position of the covered 
legislative branch official or other person or 
entity to whom or which the financial bene
fit was provided; 

(ii) the nature of the financial benefit; 
(iii) the date on which the financial benefit 

was provided; and 
(iv) the value of the financial benefit; 
(B) with respect to each financial benefit 

that is in the form of a widely attended re
ception to which covered legislative branch 
officials were invited-

(i) the nature of the reception; 
(ii) the date on which the reception oc

curred; and 
(iii) a single aggregate figure for the ex

penses incurred by the registrant in connec
tion with the reception; 

(C) with respect to each financial benefit 
that is in the form of a conference, retreat, 
or similar event that is sponsored by or af
filiated with an official congressional organi
zation that is funded exclusively by appro
priated funds-

(i) the nature of the conference, retreat, or 
other event; 

(ii) the date or dates on which the con
ference, retreat, or other event occurred; 

(iii) the common subject interests (such as 
party affiliation, committee membership, or 
expression of interest in legislation in a sub
ject area) of the covered legislative branch 
officials who were invited to attend; and 

(iv) a single aggregate figure for the ex
penses incurred by the registrant in connec
tion with the conference, retreat, or similar 
event; 

(D) with respect to each financial benefit 
that is in the form of an event that is hosted 
or cohosted with or is held for or in honor of 
1 or more covered legislative branch offi
cials-

(i) the name and position of each such cov
ered legislative branch official; 

(ii) the nature of the event; 
(iii) the date on which the event occurred; 

and 
(iv) the expenses incurred by the registrant 

in connection with the event; and 
(E) with respect to each financial benefit 

that is in the form of election campaign 
fundraising activity-

(i) the name and position of the covered 
legislative branch official on behalf of whom 
the fundraising activity was performed; 

(ii) the nature of the fundraising activity; 
(iii) the date or dates on which the fund

raising activity was performed; 
(iv) the expenses incurred by the registrant 

in connection with the fundraising activity; 
and 

(v) the number of contributions and the ag
gregate amount of contributions known by 
the registrant to have been made to the cov
ered legislative branch official as a result of 
the fundraising activity. 

(2) EXEMPTION.-A list described in para
graph (1) need not disclose financial benefits 
having a value of $20 or less to the extent 
that the aggregate value of such financial 
benefits that are provided to or on behalf of 
a covered legislative branch official or other 
person or entity during the calendar year in 
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which the semiannual period covered by the 
report occurs does not exceed $45. 

(3) DEFINITION.-As used in this subsection, 
the term " financial benefit"-

(A) means anything of value given to, on 
behalf of, or for the benefit of a covered leg
islative branch official, including-

(i) a gift; 
(ii) payment for local or long-distance 

transportation, entertainment, food, or lodg
ing, whether provided in kind, by purchase of 
a ticket, by payment in advance or by reim
bursement, or otherwise; 

(iii) a contribution or other payment made 
to a third party in lieu of an honorarium on 
the basis of a designation, recommendation, 
or other specification made by the covered 
legislative branch official; 

(iv) reimbursement of an expense; 
(v) a loan; and 
(vii) an expenditure made for a conference, 

retreat, or other event benefiting a covered 
person, but 

(B) does not include-
(i) a contribution, as defined in the Federal 

Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 
et seq.), that is required to be reported under 
that Act, unless the contribution is in the 
form of participation in a fundraising activ
ity on behalf of a covered legislative branch 
official, including the solicitation of con
tributions, hosting or cohosting of a fund
raising event, or service on a campaign 
steering committee or its equivalent; 

(ii) a modest item of food or refreshments, 
such as a soft drink, coffee, or doughnut, of
fered other than as part of a meal; or 

(iii) a greeting card or other item of little 
intrinsic value, such as a plaque, certificate, 
or trophy, that is intended solely for presen
tation. 

AMENDMENT NO. 346 TO AMENDMENT NO. 345 

(Purpose: To require the reporting of certain 
financial benefits provided by lobbyists to 
covered officials) 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Mr. WELLSTONE. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN], 

for Mr. WELLSTONE, for himself, Mr. 
FEINGOLD, Mr. KOHL, and Mr. BRADLEY, pro
poses an amendment numbered 346 to amend
ment No. 345. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
Strike all after "ADDITIONAL" and in lieu 

thereof insert the following-
INFORMATION ON FINANCIAL BENEFITS 

(1) IN GENERAL.- In addition to the infor
mation described in subsection (b), each reg
istrant shall include in its semiannual re
ports under subsection (a) or in a separate 
report on financial benefits, subject to the 
same filing requirements, a list of each indi
vidual financial benefit provided directly or 
indirectly by a registrant (including a finan
cial benefit provided by a lobbyist employed 
by or a lobbyist who is a member of a reg
istrant) to a covered legislative branch offi
cial, to an entity that is established, main
tained, controlled, or financed by a covered 
legislative branch official, or to any other 
person or entity on behalf of or in the name 
of a covered legislative branch official, dis
closing-

(A) with respect to each financial benefit 
other than one described in subparagraph 
(B), (C) or (D)-

(i) the name and position of the covered 
legislative branch official or other person or 
entity to whom or which the financial bene
fit was provided; 

(ii) the nature of the financial benefit; 
(iii) the date on which the financial benefit 

was provided; and 
(iv) the value of the financial benefit; 
(B) with respect to each financial benefit 

that is in the form of a conference, retreat, 
or similar event for or on behalf of covered 
legislative branch officials that is sponsored 
by or affiliated with an official congressional 
organization-

(i) the nature of the conference, retreat, or 
other event; 

(ii) the date or dates on which the con
ference, retreat, or other event occurred; 

(iii) the identity of the organization that 
sponsored or is affiliated with the event; and 

(iv) a single aggregate figure for the ex
penses incurred by the registrant in connec
tion with the conference, retreat, or similar 
event; 

(C) with respect to each financial benefit 
that is in the form of an event that is hosted 
or cohosted with or in honor of 1 or more 
covered legislative branch officials-

(i) the name and position of each such cov
ered legislative branch official; 

(ii) the nature of the event; 
(iii) the date on which the event occurred; 

and 
(iv) the expenses incurred by the registrant 

in connection with the event; and 
(D) with respect to each financial benefit 

that is in the form of election campaign 
fundraising activity-

(i) the name and position of the covered 
legislative branch official on behalf of whom 
the fundraising activity was performed; 

(ii) the nature of the fundraising activity; 
(iii) the date or dates on which the fund

raising activity was performed; 
(iv) the expenses incurred by the registrant 

in connection with the fundraising activity; 
and 

(v) the number of contributions and the ag
gregate amount of contributions known by 
the registrant to have been made to the cov
ered legislative branch official as a result of 
the fundraising activity. 

(2) EXEMPTION.-A list described in para
graph (1) need not disclose financial benefits 
having a value of $20 or less to the extent 
that the aggregate value of such financial 
benefits that are provided to or on behalf of 
a covered legislative branch official or other 
person or entity during the calendar year in 
which the semiannual period covered by the 
report occurs has not exceeded $50. 

(3) DEFINITION.-As used in this subsection, 
the term "financial benefit"-

(A) means anything of value given to, on 
behalf of, or for the benefit of a covered leg
islative branch official, including-

(i) a gift; 
(ii) payment for local or long-distance 

transportation, entertainment, food, or lodg
ing, whether provided in kind, by purchase of 
a ticket, by payment in advance or by reim
bursement, or otherwise; 

(iii) a contribution or other payment made 
to a third party in lieu of an honorarium on 
the basis of a designation, recommendation, 
or other specification made by the covered 
legislative branch official; 

(iv) reimbursement of an expense; 
(v) a loan; and 
(vii) an expenditure made for a conference, 

retreat, or other event benefiting a covered 
person, but 

(B) does not include-
(i) a contribution, as defined in the Federal 

Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 
et seq.), that is required to be reported under 
that Act, unless the contribution is in the 
form of participation in a fundraising activ
ity on behalf of a covered legislative branch 
official, including the solicitation of con
tributions, hosting or cohosting of a fund
raising event, or service on a campaign 
steering committee or its equivalent; 

(ii) a modest item of food or refreshments, 
such as a soft drink, coffee, or doughnut, of
fered other than as part of a meal; 

(iii) a greeting card or other item of little 
intrinsic value such as a plaque, certificate, 
or trophy, that is intended solely for presen
tation. 

(iv) financial benefits given under cir
cumstances which make it clear that the 
benefits are motivated by a family relation
ship rather than the position of the recipi
ent; 

(v) financial benefits which are not used 
and which are promptly returned to the 
donor; or 

(vi) widely attended receptions to which 
covered legislative branch officials are in
vited, other than events described in para
graph (l)(B) of this subsection. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, this 
amendment, which I just sent to the 
desk on behalf of Mr. WELLSTONE, will 
do a number of things relative to his 
amendment. 

It would exclude from coverage wide
ly attended receptions to which legisla
tive branch officials are invited as long 
as these receptions are not cohosted or 
held for the purpose of honoring such 
officials. This recognizes that a Mem
ber of Congress who stops by a conven
tion, for instance, is not receiving a 
gift by the act of visiting a convention 
of a major organization such as the 
VFW, and many others. The coverage 
would exc.l ude gifts from family mem
bers, so that a gift from husband to 
wife, or father to son, would not have 
to be disclosed as a lobbyist's gift. It 
clarifies that gifts that are returned 
are not required to be reported. And it 
permits lobbyists to disclose their gifts 
in separate reports rather than report
ing the same gifts in multiple reports 
that are filed on behalf of different cli
ents. 

Mr. President, my own preference, 
frankly, given the very weak gift rules 
that we have in this body and in the 
Congress, is to ban a significant num
ber of gifts other than de minimis 
gifts-minimal gifts, pens, or buttons, 
something under $20--as they do in the 
executive branch. I believe we should 
simply ban gifts above a nominal gift. 

The amendment of my friend from 
Minnesota is a disclosure amendment. 
It discloses gifts. I think that the gifts 
which are inappropriate should not be 
disclosed; they should be banned. I 
have adopted basically the executive 
branch gift rules in my office. 

The executive branch gift rules for 
the most part ban gifts that have other 
than nominal value. And they have 
spent some time in describing how 
those gifts would be defined. 
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The amendment before us takes a dif

ferent approach. The amendment be
fore us would disclose certain gifts 
until a ban is adopted, if it is adopted. 
It does some other things, too, which I 
have difficulty with. For instance, it 
shifts the responsibility for the disclo
sure from us to the lobbyist. I think re
sponsibility should be fixed upon us as 
it is under our disclosure rules now. It 
is no secret that I feel that the ap
proach in this amendment, that is of
fered, is a weak response to weak rules. 
The current rules relative to gifts, I be
lieve, are weak. I believe this is a weak 
response to them for a number of rea
sons. 

First, instead of banning inappropri
ate gifts, we are disclosing them. Dis
closure is no substitute for a prohibi
tion. 

Second, it shifts responsibilities, as I 
have indicated, from us to others. I 
think the responsibility should be fixed 
on us and stay with us. 

Third, as I have stated publicly and 
have written, the amendment can be 
easily evaded because the only person 
that is required to disclose the gift ii:. 
the registered lobbyist, which means 
that the client of the lobbyist, for in
stance, can continue to give the tickets 
and provide the meals and do all the 
other things which are done without 
having to disclose. Instead of the foot
ball tickets or whatever coming from 
the paid lobbyist, they simply could 
come directly from the client of that 
lobbyist and there would be no disclo
sure requirement under the approach 
set forth in the Wellstone amendment. 
So I think it is a weak approach. 

Also, there is a long delay here be
cause the bill is not effective until 1 
year after enactment. It takes effect 
only 1 year later. I think it is a weak 
approach. We have a real problem with 
our current rules on gifts. We ought to 
fix that problem, and the Rules Com
mittee should fix them promptly. And 
there is a bill, which was introduced 
yesterday by Senator LAUTENBERG and 
others, including myself, that goes to 
the heart of the matter, which is pro
hibiting inappropriate gifts. There is 
going to be a sense-of-the-Senate reso
lution coming up which I believe will 
really focus the issue on what this Sen
ate wants to do, whether we want to 
ban additional classifications and 
groups of gifts or not. 

There are many questions when you 
modify gift rules. What do you do 
about home State products? Are we al
lowed to distribute products from our 
home States to our colleagues in order 
to advertise those products? Is that 
going to be allowed? Or is that a gift 
which has to be either disclosed or 
banned? 

What do we do about receptions, re
ceptions that are attended by us, din
ners that we go to, not to raise money, 
simply where we, for instance, are as
sisting others, for instance the Cancer 
Society, to raise money? 

What about our presence at an open
ing day ball game? Is that a gift to us? 
Or is that a ceremonial function where 
we should be expected, and be allowed 
to attend, without banning that at
tendance because the gift is more than 
$20 or requiring a disclosure of such? 

There are many, many issues rela t
ing to gifts which need to be analyzed 
carefully. This bill is a bill which re
quires lobbyists who are paid, profes
sional lobbyists to disclose who is pay
ing them, and how much to lobby us on 
what issues? This is not intended to be 
a gifts bill. There is now a gifts amend
ment which has been offered to this 
bill, and we should dispose of that 
amendment. 

We need, however, sensible rules. I 
can only urge all of our colleagues that 
whatever our views are in this, they 
will find when they get into this area 
that there are many legitimate, hon
est, complicated questions, such as the 
home States product, its issue, and 
what do you do when you go to dinners 
which are raising moneys for charity 
which you are helping to raise money 
for? Can you go to that dinner, or do 
you have to buy your ticket to that 
dinner, and a host of other questions 
which the Rules Committee is equipped 
to address. 

The Lautenberg amendment, which 
will be offered shortly, after we dispose 
of this, will offer a sense of the Senate 
on banning certain gifts and urges the 
Rule.s Committee to report to us such a 
ban in a certain likelihood. I think 
that is a tougher approach. I think it is 
the more accurate approach. It has the 
ban in it instead of the disclosure. And 
I think that is what really goes to the 
heart of the issue. 

So, in conclusion of my own remarks, 
let me say this: The Senator from Min
nesota has obviously put a lot of time 
in on this amendment. I do not think it 
does the job which must be done, and I 
think it just does accomplish much for 
the reasons I gave, which is, this is a 
disclosure instead of a ban, because it 
is a long delay, because it is easily 
evaded. Because of that, I just do not 
think it does the job. 

On the other hand, it reflects a dis
satisfaction with the status quo. And 
in that regard, I think it is important. 
For that reason, I do not oppose the 
amendment on the assumption that the 
second-degree amendment is adopted 
as I have outlined here. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, let me 

commend the Senator from Michigan 
for his comments and for his modifica
tions to the amendment that is now 
pending. 

One of the difficulties, as Senator 
LEVIN has pointed out, is that it is a 
very complicated area of law. We have, 
for example, not had any hearings on 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Minnesota. The Rules Cammi ttee is the 
committee of primary jurisdiction and 

has the expertise to try to reconcile 
some of these complicated issues. For 
example, what is to happen now if this 
rule is adopted-and it will be adopt
ed-and we have lobbyists who are re
quired to disclose every item in excess 
of $20, or anything in the aggregate in 
excess of $50? The Senate gift rules 
have a limit of $250. 

You may now find a situation in 
which a lobbyist is required to disclose 
an item of very small value which a 
Senator does not have to disclose. 
Therefore, you may very well find a 
Senator put in the position of not real
ly giving much credence or value to a 
small item which is required to be dis
closed by the lobbyist, but not required 
to be disclosed under Senate rules. 
Suddenly during an election year you 
could have a major controversy. Lob
byists disclose a gift of a bottle of 
wine, or of liquor, or apples, or Michi
gan blueberries, or Maine potatoes, 
whatever it is going to be, but it is not 
disclosed by the Senator because the 
Senate rules do not require it. 

So it seems to me the better ap
proach would have been to have a hear
ing in the Rules Committee, reconcile 
the two, so you do not find yourself in 
the situation of lobbyists having a dif
ferent rule than the Senate does. That 
may not be easily done, but it seems to 
me we are inviting a host of problems 
unless we reconcile the two. That is 
one issue that strikes me. 

Secondly, the approach taken by 
Senator LAUTENBERG has been de
scribed as being relatively weak. At 
least, the implication by some publica
tions is that while the legislation pro
posed by the Senator from Minnesota 
has real teeth in it because it will re
quire disclosure, a sense of the Senate 
is something that may or may not 
come about. It is only a sense on the 
part of the Senate that it would like to 
do something, but action may never be 
taken. 

On the contrary, it seems to me Sen
ator LAUTENBERG's is a better approach 
to take, expressing a sense of the Sen
ate to call upon the Rules Committee 
to hold hearings, to make an investiga
tion, to reconcile the complexities in
volved. How do we handle a situation 
where Senator LEVIN wants to distrib
ute Michigan wine, for example, that 
some distributor in Michigan would 
like to bring to the attention of our 
colleagues in the Senate, and may dis
tribute to him on a wholesale basis, 
which he then wants to give to other 
Members saying "taste Michigan 
wine." 

What do we do? Say: Senator LEVIN, 
thanks but no thanks? Or do we simply 
disclose it, or fail to disclose it, under 
the Senate rules. It gets to be a com
plicated area in which the Rules Com
mittee really ought to be holding hear
ings. 

So I say to my friend from Michigan, 
I think he has improved the amend-
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ment, and I know that the Senator 
from Minnesota offers this in the best 
of faith and good intentions. There are 
some problems in terms of the defini
tion of a personal friend. Exactly what 
are we talking about? Are we talking 
about family friends, close personal 
friends? What does that mean? Is that 
a girlfriend or a fiance? Exactly what 
are we talking about? These are very 
complicated issues. 

As I understand it, the Senator from 
New Jersey is going to call upon the 
Rules Committee to spend the next 6 
months reconciling this very com
plicated issue of gifts, so we can have 
one rule for lobbyists, one rule for Sen
ators, and one rule for the House Mem
bers. Hopefully, it will be simple. 

I think perhaps Senator LEVIN has a 
more direct approach: Do not get into 
disclosure issues; just ban gifts, period. 
Very simply. It may create some prob
lems, but nonetheless that may be the 
better approach because of the simplic
ity and avoidance of the appearances 
that otherwise might be implicit. 

Mr. President, I join my colleague in 
expressing some of the complicated as
pects of this issue, and do not oppose 
the amendment. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
first of all, let me say this for the 
record. The Senator from Wisconsin, 
Mr. KOHL, and Senator FEINGOLD are 
listed as original cosponsors, along 
with Senator BRADLEY and Senator 
LAUTENBERG. 

Second of all, I am going to be very 
brief, Mr. President. I do want to say 
to my colleague from Maine that there 
actually will not be any exemption for 
friends, so that will not be a problem 
with this amendment. 

Mr. President, I think that the Sen
ator from Michigan and the Senator 
from Maine have done a lot of work 
with this amendment, and I believe 
they have improved upon it. I thank 
them for not opposing an amendment 
which I think has done something that 
is an important addition to this bill. 

The only quarrel I have with my col
leagues-and I will say it briefly-I 
think they harp on the complexity of it 
all to the point where that becomes a 
simplification. There are too many 
loopholes right now. It is not enough to 
just ask lobbyists in the aggregate to 
talk about the amount of money they 
have spent on legislation. I think peo
ple in the country have a right to know 
what lobbyists are spending on Sen
ators and Representatives when it 
comes to gifts, meals, travel, and when 
it comes to some fundraising efforts. I 
think it is that simple. It is no more 
complicated than that. I think this 
just adds sunshine to the political 
process here and strengthens what I 
think is a very fine piece of legislation. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, the com
plicating factor is that the Senate 
rules do not require that disclosure. So 
you have one disclosure rule for lobby-

ists, but a second one for Senators. 
That is subject to great mischief. For 
example, if a lobbyist were to list a gift 
on his disclosure form, and it is not 
listed on the Senator's because we have 
different rules, that creates the appear
ance that the Senator is trying to hide 
something. So, I think we have to rec
oncile the two. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
understand. I was responding to the 
concern made about how you define a 
friend. I understand that. I am sure we 
will reconcile that. 

I appreciate the Senator's support. I 
think he has made it a stronger amend
ment. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, this is a 
weak amendment because it requires 
disclosure of gifts, rather than prohib
iting them outright. 

Disclosure of gifts by lobbyists may 
give more ammunition for Common 
Cause to use in its running attack on 
the Congress, but it will not address 
the public's concerns. What the public 
wants is not another disclosure provi
sion, but a prohibition like the execu
tive branch rule. First and foremost, 
when gifts are suspect in the public's 
eye, we should eliminate them, period. 
That's why the Lautenberg bill is the 
right way to go on this issue, and this 
amendment does not do the job. 

It applies only to gifts from reg
istered lobbyists, leaving huge loop
holes for gifts from clients, partners, 
spouses, and employees of registered 
lobbyists. 

It is easy to evade. For instance, if a 
lawyer-lobbyist invites a Federal offi
cial to dinner, that would be a gift and 
would have to be disclosed. But if a 
partner in the same law firm, who is 
not a lobbyist, invites the same official 
to dinner it would not have to be dis
closed, even if the same people at
tended the dinner, ate the same food, 
and had the same conversation on the 
same subjects. 

Similarly, if a lobbying firm paid for 
a reception attended by Members of 
Congress, that would be a gift and 
would have to be disclosed. But if one 
of the firm's clients-which was not 
registered-were to pay for the recep
tion instead, it would not have to be 
disclosed. Again, this would be true 
even if the same guests were present 
and had the same discussions. 

It wouldn't become effective for more 
than a year, meaning that no gift 
would be disclosed until well after the 
time when we should have a gift ban in 
place. 

It places the burden of dealing with 
gift disclosure on the lobbyists, rather 
than on Members themselves where 
any such burden properly belongs. That 
means an abdication of congressional 
responsibility for our own actions. 

Many of us saw the recent "Prime 
Time Live" piece on a trip taken by 
several House Members to attend an 
Electronics Industry Association con-

ference in Florida. We then read on the 
New York Times editorial page that 
under this bill, the trip "would go un
disclosed.'' 

This simply is not true. The New 
York Times was wrong. The trip would 
not go undisclosed. Trips paid by pri
vate persons are disclosed today, under 
the Ethics in Government Act, which 
specifically requires Members to dis
close any gifts in excess of $250, and 
such disclosure is supposed to include, 
in the case of congressional travel, 
"the identity of the source and a brief 
description (including a travel itin
erary, dates, and nature of expenses 
provided)." 

The fact that this disclosure require
ment is already on the books should in 
itself answer those who would say that 
disclosure is the answer to this prob
lem. 

There are other problems with this 
amendment: 

It applies only to gifts to covered leg
islative branch officials. Gifts to cov
ered executive branch officials would 
not have to be disclosed. This means 
that if an event is hosted by both legis
lative and executive branch officials, 
the legislative branch officials have to 
be disclosed, but not the executive 
branch officials. 

It contains absolutely no exclusion 
for gifts based on a personal friendship. 
That means that: 

If your best friend is a lobbyist and 
he gives you a wedding present, the gift 
has to be disclosed on the firm's lobby
ing reports. 

If your college roommate is a lobby
ist and he invites you to his home for 
dinner, that dinner has to be disclosed 
on the firm's lobbying report. 

If your staffer is engaged to a lobby
ist, every gift she gives to her fiancee 
has to be disclosed on the firm's lobby
ing reports. 

Unlike the executive branch rules, it 
contains no exclusion for discounts and 
similar benefits that are generally 
available to the public or to Govern
ment employees. 

That means that items like frequent 
flier awards, sweepstakes prizes, re
duced membership fees in professional 
organizations for Government employ
ees, and even commercially available 
discounts or loan rates would have to 
be reported as financial benefits pro
vided by lobbyists. 

It would require the disclosure of 
"election campaign fundraising activi
ties" under the Lobbying Disclosure 
Act, instead of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act. That means that such 
fundraising activities would have to be 
disclosed: 

Only if conducted by registered lob
byists, and not if conducted by other 
people with a strong interest in legisla
tion; and 

Only if conducted on behalf of an in
cumbent-not a challenger-since can
didates for office are not covered legis
lative branch officials. 
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Mr. President, the amendment does 

give Members an opportunity to say 
that they are taking action on this 
issue now. It may be weak, it may not 
take effect for more than a year but it 
would give Members an opportunity to 
express concern. 

I can't fix this amendment, because 
the underlying concept of the amend
ment is flawed. It is flawed because it 
requires disclosure instead of prohibit
ing gifts, because such disclosure is 
limited to registered lobbyists, and be
cause the burden of compliance is 
placed on lobbyists instead of on us. 

The strong way to proceed is a strong 
prohibition, parallel to the executive 
branch rules. Those rules took years to 
write, and the Rules Committee needs 
at least a few months to have a bill 
ready for floor consideration. I cer
tainly hope that whatever action we 
take on this amendment does not de
tract from that far more important ef
fort. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? 

If there is no further debate, the 
question is an agreeing to the amend
ment. 

The amendment (No. 346) was agreed 
to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the 
Wellstone amendment, as amended. 

The amendment (No. 345), as amend
ed, was agreed to. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. COHEN. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, the role of 
interest groups in the U.S. system of 
government has been a matter of con
cern and debate for over 200 years. 
Even today, the subject bears directly 
on constitutional freedoms of petition, 
speech, and assembly, and the limits of 
those freedoms and the manner in 
which they may be regulated. While it 
must be remembered that almost all 
lobbying is constitutionally protected, 
it is also true that Congress may, with
out infringing on important first 
amendment rights, require that lobby
ing activities be disclosed to the pub
lic. Surely there can be no question 
that both Congress and the public are 
well served by the disclosure of private 
pressures on public issues. 

As it stand now, the omnibus 1946 
Federal Regulation of Lobbying Act, 
the 1938 Foreign Agents Registration 
Act [FARA], the so-called Bryd amend
ment and the 1989 HUD Reform Act 
form a loose patchwork of disclosure 
requirements that are too easily avoid
ed. The Foreign Agents Registration 
Act and the Federal Regulation of Lob
bying Act have been in place for dec
ades. Indeed, FARA's dissemination 
policies have remained unchanged 
since 1938. These laws are so com-

plicated and riddled with loopholes as 
to be neither enforced nor enforceable. 
In short, the existing lobbying disclo
sure laws poorly serve both the public 
and the lobbying community. 

As an original cosponsor of the Lob
bying Disclosure Act of 1993, I am con
fident that S. 349 will go a long way to
ward clarifying existing disclosure 
rules and will ultimately yield more 
useful information to both the public 
and to Congress. By improving and re
placing a group of laws that are widely 
viewed as ineffective and unenforceable 
with a single statute, S. 349 will broad
en the coverage of existing disclosure 
laws to ensure that all professional lob
byists are registered. Under the new 
rules, the. American people will better 
learn how their Government works and 
how decisions may be influenced by the 
activities of organizations heavily en
gaged in the legislative process. 

Mr. President, the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs on which I serve 
as ranking Republican has worked tire
lessly to produce a strong and balanced 
lobbying disclosure bill which I believe 
will bring additional and needed sun
shine into the process of government. I 
would ask my colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle to support the legislation. 

Mr. LA UTENBERG addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
chair recognizes the Senator from New 
Jersey. 

AMENDMENT NO. 347 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. LAU
TENBERG]. for himself, Mr. BOREN, Mr. LEVIN, 
Mr. WELLSTONE, and Mr. FEINGOLD, proposes 
an amendment numbered 347. 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow
ing: 
SEC. . LIMITS ON ACCEPTANCE OF GIFTS, 

MEALS AND TRAVEL. 
It is the sense of the Senate that, as soon 

as possible during this year's session, the 
Senate should limit the acceptance of gifts, 
meals, and travel by Members and staff in a 
manner substantially similar to the restric
tions applicable to executive branch offi
cials. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
this amendment expresses the sense of 
the Senate that, as soon as possible 
during this year's session, the Senate 
should limit the acceptance of gifts, 
meals, and travel by Members and staff 
in a manner that is substantially simi
lar to the restrictions applicable to ex
ecutive branch officials. 

I supported the amendment just 
adopted and believe that it is an impor
tant first step. At a minimum, the pub
lic ought to know about the gifts that 
Members of Congress receive. There is 
a perception around the country that 
we in the Senate, and our friends in the 

House, are accepting all kinds of 
freebies that are leading Members to 
favor a particular group's legislative 
interests. We've got to do something 
about that. 

I come, as the Presiding Officer does, 
from the field of business. One of the 
things that I would be very cir
cumspect about, very diligent about, 
was whether or not my purchasing 
agents were getting gifts from suppli
ers. It was specifically prohibited in 
my company. That was almost a man
date for job termination, because I did 
not want that person to be influenced 
by personal considerations when the 
well-being of my company, the employ
ees, and shareholders was at stake. 
Similarly I think we should hold Gov
ernment officials to very high stand
ards. 

Yesterday, along with Senators 
BOREN, LEVIN, WELLSTONE, FEINGOLD, 
and KOHL, I introduced legislation to 
substantially tighten the congressional 
rules on acceptance of gifts. That legis
lation, entitled the Congressional Eth
ics Reform Act, adopts a strengthened 
version of the executive branch rules, 
which ban the acceptance of any i terns 
of value, with a very limited number of 
exceptions. 

Ideally, I would have liked to have 
offered that bill as an amendment 
today. However, the distinguished 
manager of this bill, Senator LEVIN 
asked that I not do so, but rather pro
ceed with a sense-of-the-Senate resolu
tion now, and then further consider and 
perhaps refine the legislation before 
moving forward. 

I know that Senator FORD, the chair
man of the Rules Committee, also 
wants to have an opportunity to look 
closely at the language. 

So given their strong views on this, I 
am going to hold off for now. But I 
want to emphasize the last point, "for 
now.'' 

While I realize that my bill was in
troduced just yesterday and deserves 
careful examination from my col
leagues, there is no reason why this ex
amination ought to take very long. 

After all, these rules have already 
been established for the executive 
branch. Federal employees are already 
living with these guidelines. And while 
some changes are necessary to adapt 
them to the Congress, this is not some
thing that ought to take months and 
months. 

For now it is important, in my view, 
that the Senate go on record in support 
of a direct prohibition on the accept
ance of most gifts, and of getting that 
done fairly soon. 

So this amendment says that it is 
the sense of the Senate that as soon as 
possible the Senate should limit the 
acceptance of gifts, meals, and travel 
in a manner substantially similar to 
the restrictions applicable to executive 
branch officials. I would like to see us 
act before the August recess. 
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The amendment would not mandate 

that the executive branch rules be 
adopted precisely in the same form. 
That is actually not possible because of 
the differences between the way the 
legislative and the executive branches 
function. In general, though, the execu
tive branch rules provide a good gen
eral framework for the Congress. And 
since those rules already are in effect 
for executive branch employees, we 
know that similar rules are workable. 
It can be done. In fact, we in the Con
gress perhaps ought to abide by even 
stricter rules. 

Mr. President, the need to tighten 
the gift rules is especially urgent, be
cause the public's trust in the Congress 
is at an alarming low point. That's 
largely because we in the Congress 
look to many Americans like a privi
leged class. But the fact is, Members of 
Congress should be here to be the serv
ants of the people. And that means we 
ought to live by the same standards as 
other citizens. 

Unfortunately, there is a widespread 
perception that Members of the Con
gress are failing to pursue the public 
interest and are responding to special 
interests inside the beltway. In the 
view of many, Members have lost touch 
with ordinary Americans, in part be
cause they enjoy an assortment of spe
cial perks and privileges that are un
available to the general public. 

Now, I know and I believe deeply that 
many of my colleagues would not 
change their view on legislative mat
ters because someone offers to buy 
them a meal or a gift. But the percep
tion problem is real. And the fact is, 
many Members of Congress do enjoy 
special advantages that do not accrue 
to the ordinary American. And many of 
these special perks are specifically de
signed to influence Members in the per
formance of their official duties. 

One prime example, Mr. President, is 
the way that many lobbyists shower 
Members of Congress with gifts. It is 
not unusual for lobbyists to give Mem
bers free tickets to, say, a show, a con
cert, a sporting event, and take them 
out to dinner before the event, buy 
them a cup of coffee and some nice des
serts afterward or maybe a little cham
pagne. Some lobbyists regularly take 
Members out for lavish meals at expen
sive restaurants. Let me add that we 
do not want to hurt the restaurant 
business, but this needs to be 
cleaned up. 

Sometimes the lobbyists provide 
Members with free trips, typically in
volving stays in luxurious hotels in 
beautiful places, along with various 
forms of entertainment, whether it is 
playing tennis, golf, skiing, you 
name it. 

I know that many of my colleagues 
feel that Members of Congress would 
not be influenced by a free dinner or 
even a luxury trip to the Caribbean. 
And I concur in that. Members of this 

body are serious, committed public 
servants who want to do what is right 
for their constituents and for the coun
try at large. 

However, it seems indisputable that 
these kinds of gifts have contributed to 
Americans' deepening distrust of Gov
errmient, and Congress, in particular. 
And that is a serious problem, for as 
public trust diminishes, the ability of 
Congress to address our Nation's seri
ous problems is also diminished. After 
all, it's difficult to generate badly 
needed public support for important 
initiatives when Congress' intentions 
are viewed with such cynicism and sus
picion. 

Mr. President, we ought to move for
ward as soon as possible during this 
year's session to tighten the rules on 
the acceptance of gifts. The current 
rules are far too lax. Members of the 
Senate may accept gifts worth up to 
$250 from any person. It's hard to un
derstand why. Why must we be able to 
accept gifts of $250? Do people give you 
gifts because they like you? Maybe 
friends do. Maybe family does. But 
from a stranger, a professional, it is 
hard to imagine that a gift worth up to 
$249 does not carry with it a sublimi
nal, maybe an overt, message that 
says, "Hey I want you to remember 
this when you have some tax legisla
tion being considered; please remember 
that beautiful clock every time you see 
it in front of you; please keep that in 
mind when you sit down in your com
mittee and you hammer out legisla
tion.'' 

Again, I say to you that my col
leagues in this Chamber and the other 
Chamber are fundamentally honest, 
hardworking people who want to do the 
right thing. But the public looks at all 
these gifts, sees expensive clocks, and 
sees something designed to do some
thing more than just keep time. 

Let me return to the weakness in the 
present rules. As I said, Senators may 
not receive gifts totalling more than 
250 from any one person. But gifts 
worth less than $100 are not counted. 
And thus a person engaged in lobbying 
may legally provide Senators with a 
virtually unlimited number of gifts 
worth $99 or less. 

So if one wanted to give someone an 
expensive chess set with silver pieces 
worth $99 each, they could provide the 
whole set, along perhaps with the 
board itself, without being subject to 
the $100 limit. That's not right. 

Another weakness in the current 
rules is that some types of gifts are ex
cluded from the limits altogether. 
There is no limit, for example, on the 
number of meals at Washington res
taurants that lobbyists can provide to 
Senators. In addition, the rules allow 
Members' broad latitude to accept re
imbursement for various travel ex
penses, regardless of costs. 

By contrast, Mr. President, officials 
in the executive branch must abide by 
much stricter rules of conduct. 

Generally speaking, executive branch 
officials may not accept gifts from any 
person who does business with the offi
cial's agency or who has interests that 
may be substantially affected by the 
performance of the employee's official 
duties. 

There are limited exceptions, such as 
awards, honorary degrees, food at con
ferences attended in an official capac
ity, and other items worth less than 
$20. However, the rules apply broadly 
to any items of value, including meals 
and travel expenses. 

Mr. President, the bill I have intro
duced with Senators BOREN, LEVIN, 
WELLSTONE, FEINGOLD, and KOHL would 
require Members and staff to abide by 
a strengthened version of the rules on 
gift acceptance that already apply to 
the executive branch. 

My sense-of-the-Senate amendment 
today does not ask the Senate today to 
endorse every dot and comma from my 
bill. But it does call for a vote on simi
lar legislation in the near future. 

It says that we ought to abolish rules 
that permit the perceptions to develop 
all around that we are here waiting for 
some lobbyist to take us out to dinner, 
to wine us, to dine us, to go to the the
ater, et cetera. We have to do away 
with that. It's time to wipe the slate 
clean. 

So what I am asking for is my col
leagues to vote on a rollcall vote-and 
I ask for the yeas and nays, Mr. Presi
dent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 

want to emphasize again that I do not 
want to impugn the integrity of any 
Member of this body or the House. But, 
Mr. President, public cynicism has 
reached deeply disturbing levels. As a 
consequence, practices that seemed in
nocuous, harmless, just a few years 
ago, clearly are not as insignificant 
today. 

Mr. President, a strict ban on most 
gifts is not a cure-all and would not ad
dress every abuse in the current sys
tem. Clearly, we have to take other 
steps, like that proposed in this won
derful piece of legislation being offered 
by Senator Levin and others, to reform 
our lobbying system; and like legisla
tion proposed by my distinguished col
league from Oklahoma, which I have 
cosponsored to revise our campaign fi
nance system. We also must take other 
steps to eliminate special perks and 
privileges for Members of Congress. 
However, no comprehensive program 
for political reform would be complete 
without addressing the problem of lob
byists' gifts. 

So, Mr. President, this is the first 
step in what I hope will be a Congress 
that produces real, significant reform. 
And I want to assure my colleagues 
that, when it comes to gifts, I will not 
relent. 
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I am committed to getting this done. 

And, in the end, the American people 
are not going to be denied. 

Mr. President, have we asked for the 
yeas and nays? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
WOFFORD). The yeas and nays have 
been ordered. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I yield the floor. 
Mr. BOREN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I am 

proud to join with my colleague from 
New Jersey, Senator LAUTENBERG, in 
offering this sense-of-the-Senate 
amendment; just as I was proud to join 
with him on the introduction of S. 885, 
which would place into the law the 
kind of ban on gifts that the Senator 
from New Jersey has described. 

As he indicated, it is very important 
that we end the gulf that now exists 
between the people and this institu
tion. The Congress of the United States 
belongs to the American people. It is 
very important that the people at the 
grassroots level feel that, as individual 
citizens, they are ·heard by Members of 
the Congress; that we are truly rep
resentative of them. 

As my colleague has just said, we 
face very serious problems in this 
country. If we do not find ways to get 
our budget deficits under control, the 
economic future and security of this 
country will certainly be placed in 
jeopardy, as all of us know. That is but 
one of the many decisions we must 
make. 

Soon we will confront the question of 
how to reform the health system in 
this country. We must confront major 
reforms in the educational system of 
this country. 

If we are to be a leading nation in the 
world in the next century, we must 
make sound decisions. We must make 
them as fast as possible, and we must 
put this country back on the right 
track again. To do that will require 
much sacrifice and commitment by the 
American people. 

And if the people have doubts about 
the integrity of this institution, if the 
people doubt that the Members of Con
gress truly seek to represent them and 
truly seek to perform public service, in 
the best sense of that term, the task of 
making those decisions will be far 
more difficult. 

I suppose that of all the polling data 
that I have seen that really has sad
dened me as a Member of the Congress 
was the question answered by a major
ity of the American people when asked: 
Do you believe that the Congress of the 
United States represents people like 
you or do you believe that the Congress 
really represents only the special inter
ests? A rather large majority said, "I 
believe Congress represents the special 
interests and it does not represent peo
ple like me." 

I think all of us are prepared for crit
icism, as public officials. When I read 

polling data that says Congress is not 
doing a very good job in terms of solv
ing the economic problems of this 
country, I am sorry when I see polling 
data that indicates that. I am sorry to 
say that I also, from time to time, 
agree with the assessment of the people 
that we are not doing a good job in 
terms of meeting some of the major 
challenges that we are confronted with. 

But it really saddens me when I see 
that the people have lost confidence in 
the institution and have lost con
fidence in the ability of the Members of 
Congress to represent people like this. 
Because I do believe that the vast ma
jority of those of us who have sought to 
serve in the Congress of the United 
States and in other public offices 
sought those offices in the first place 
because we wanted to render public 
service and we wanted to make a con
tribution back to the broader commu
nity. We wanted to give back to a 
country that has done so much for us. 
We did want to seek to represent the 
rank and file citizens of this country 
and to be responsive to their concerns. 

And so, Mr. President, a part of re
building the strength of this institu
tion and putting this country back on 
the right track again is the passage of 
genuine reforms of this institution 
that will help restore the public trust 
in the Congress of the United States. 

I believe that the proposal by Sen
ator LAUTENBERG is a proposal that 
heads us in the right direction. The 
perception that we are able to receive 
valuable gifts just because we happen 
to hold public office, that we are able 
to accept travel to places, to resorts 
and to other places that many of the 
constituents who pay our salaries can
not afford themselves-vacations, in 
essence, at the expense of special inter
est groups not available to our con
stituents-that perception must be 
changed. 

I think that the bill which is offered 
by the Senator from Michigan is an
other important step in the right direc
tion-tightening the lobbying registra
tion laws and disclosure laws. 

The amendment which was adopted a 
moment ago, to disclose gifts to Mem
bers of Congress and staffs, is also a 
step in the right direction. I commend 
Senator LEVIN for his long leadership 
in this area of tightening lobby reg
istration requirements, because a part 
of restoring confidence in this institu
tion is comprehensive lobby reform. 
Tightening the registration require
ments is an important part of that 
comprehensive reform. 

I am convinced that another impor
tant part is the enactment of Senate 
bill 885, by Senator LAUTENBERG, my
self, and others, which will ban the giv
ing of gifts, not only to Members of 
Congress, but also to the members of 
their staffs as well. 

In addition, if we are going to have 
comprehensive reform, we must also 

ultimately address the problem of the 
revolving door, where people leave po
sitions of public trust and public serv
ice to go to work for special-interest 
groups as soon as they have terminated 
their service, whether it is the Trade 
Representative of the United States, 
who has supposedly been representing 
our interest, who goes out the door and 
quits his position or her position to go 
to work for a foreign government at 5 
or 10 times the salary they were mak
ing on the Government payroll, or 
whether it is the Member of Congress 
or the staff director who retires to go 
to work for some special-interest group 
when they had previously been charged 
with representing the interests of all of 
the American people. It casts a doubt 
on the integrity of this system in the 
minds of the American people, and it 
adds to that feeling that "Congress 
does not represent people like me. Con
gress represents the special interests 
instead, and sometimes even the for
eign interests." 

So the adoption of this amendment 
sends an important signal to our col
leagues in those committees that will 
have jurisdiction over Senate bill 885 
that it is our hope that bill will be 
passed; it will be brought to the Senate 
floor so we can pass it here with dis
patch, and that we can add that second 
element of important comprehensive 
lobby reform. After we have passed the 
Levin bill to tighten registration, we 
can also add to it a gift ban and I hope 
ultimately a proposal to close the re
volving door. 

This is a step in the right direction. 
I commend my colleague from New 
Jersey for taking the leadership on this 
issue, a very important issue in terms 
of restoration of trust. I am proud to 
join as a cosponsor of this amendment, 
and I urge its adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Jersey. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Oklahoma for 
his support and comments, which, as 
always, were clear and articulate. He is 
a person regarded by all of us as some
one who epitomizes the principles by 
which we should operate. I share his 
views on many related legislative mat
ters, and am pleased to have his signifi
cant support. 

Mr. President, I would point out to 
my colleagues that industry after in
dustry has developed programs that 
prohibit gift giving to their employ
ees-again, I come from the . business 
world-because it might influence a 
purchasing agent or a contract officer. 

There are laws against it, as a matter 
of fact, in many States and many com
munities, that offer very severe pen
al ties for accepting gifts. There is no 
good reason to allow exchanges of gifts 
between suppliers and purchasers-and 
the same kind of concerns apply when 
it comes to gifts from others who 
might want to influence legislation. 
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There is no logical reason to allow it. 
Mr. President, sometimes a gift to a 

Member represents a gesture of appre
ciation for something done in the past. 
But included in that gesture of appre
ciation often is kind of a subliminal 
message that says: Hey, listen; remem
ber the person who gave this to you. 

I used an example before of the clock 
ticking away on the desk. I do not 
want to get the clock manufacturers 
upset-there are wonderful clock man
ufacturers; they are beautiful things to 
have-but when a clock or silver cal
endar holder sits in the front of the 
desk, it sends a message that says: 
Hey, remember me? I am the person 
who did this for you. 

Mr. President, we have to address the 
public perception that people can have 
their views influenced, subverted, di
verted as a result of a gift. So it is time 
to get rid of them. 

After all, few Americans doubt that 
this is a body where Members are ade
quately paid to do their duty. And few 
Americans would believe that Members 
need to accept gifts, often from uniden
tified people, to supplement their in
come. So I hope we will be able to get 
wide support for this sense-of-the-Sen
ate resolution. 

I note, Mr. President, the distin
guished occupant of the chair would 
like to join as a cosponsor of this legis
lation, and I include the name of Sen
ator WOFFORD. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Nevada. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, it has been 

said that common sense is the master 
workman. I believe that is the case. In 
regard to this sense-of-the-Senate reso
lution, I commend my friend from New 
Jersey, who has been a leader in the 
Senate from the day he got here, espe
cially as it relates to matters in the 
workplace. No one in this body has a 
more renowned record for having ac
complished a great deal in the business 
place than the Senator from New Jer
sey. 

So I commend and applaud the intent 
of this sense-of-the-Senate resolution. I 
certainly think his approach to this 
matter is the right way to go. Rather 
than coming on this floor and offering 
this amendment, which would probably 
pass now, the most logical, sensible 
way to go is the way the Senator from 
New Jersey has approached this. That 
is, to refer this matter to the appro
priate committees and, within a rea
sonable period of time, come back with 
their recommendation as to how, if at 
all, this matter should be altered. 

I think we do have to look at this 
amendment very closely-not the in
tent of it, but the specifics of it. As the 
Chair knows, and the other Members of 
this body, I have responsibility as 
chairman of the Legislative Branch Ap
propriations Subcommittee. We have, 
during the period of time I have been 
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on this subcommittee, been heavily in
volved in what goes on in the Congress, 
both on the House and the Senate side. 
We have done a great deal to focus at
tention on some of the things we do 
right and some of the things we do 
wrong. We have changed drastically 
how we, as Members of the Senate, 
handle franked mail. It also has ap
plied to the House. They have changed 
drastically how they handle their 
franked mail. 

There was a time in the last few 
years when you could not find out how 
much people mailed, especially in the 
other body. In the Senate, we have 
been able for the last several years to 
look at an account and find out how 
much mail has come from a specific 
Senator's office. In the House, that has 
only been a recent innovation and is 
one that has opened up this Congress to 
allow people to know how much the 
frank is used. 

We have also in that regard initiated 
numerous other changes I need not go 
into at this time. But we have done it 
on a consistent basis to improve how 
we do business here, and so that the 
public understands how we do business 
here. 

I listened in my office, and on the 
floor here, to the comments of my 
friend from New Jersey. One thing he 
said, for example, is that he believes we 
should have stricter rules than the ex
ecutive branch of Government has. If 
we have rules any stricter than the ex
ecutive branch of Government, then we 
will have to start paying the public to 
serve here. I think it is something we 
have to look at very, very closely, in 
our zeal, what we do, to allow us to 
function here. I understand why we 
need to have rules in the marketplace 
to prevent employees from receiving 
gifts from people they do business 
with. I think that is important. 

But, for example, in the executive 
branch of Government, the rules do not 
apply to the President or the Vice 
President. 

Also, in the executive branch of Gov
ernment, as I understand it, the gifts 
rule applies only to gifts from persons 
who have business before an employee's 
agency or who are regulated by that 
agency or who are affected by the per
formance or nonperformance of the em
ployee's governmental duties. 

The reason I mention that-and I am 
confident the committees will review 
this sense-of-the-Senate resolution-I 
think that we have to understand that 
some of the things that we are talking 
about here would prevent-for example, 
I have been exchanging gifts with two 
people I went to high school with. We 
have exchanged gifts all of our adult 
life, maybe even before we were adults. 
Under the proposed rules, the way I 
read them, my friend Don and my 
friend Jimmy Joe and I would no 
longer be able to exchange gifts. I have 
been exchanging gifts for 30-plus years 

with these people, and I do not think 
that is the intent of the sense-of-the
Senate resolution. It is something we 
have to look at. 

I think also, Mr. President, the com
mittees to which this will be referred, 
we also have to look at-I mean, greet
ing cards? If we are to a point where we 
have to be told we cannot accept a 
Christmas card, I do not think that is 
really something that the public cares 
about, whether I get a Christmas card 
from one of the pages or a friend I have 
known for 2 weeks or 20 years. 

The summary of this Congressional 
Ethics Reform Act says: 

Members may accept invitations to speak 
or to participate in widely attended gather
ings such as conferences, seminars and re()ep
tions. 

I sure hope so. If I am asked to speak, 
I have to get permission from the Eth
ics Committee to speak to a gathering 
of teachers or plumbers, Chamber of 
Commerce? 

My point in standing here, Mr. Presi
dent, is just to make sure that this is 
not a stampede that is going to leave 
us so that we cannot represent the peo
ple who elected us. 

I again say there is no question in 
my mind what is the intent of the 
amendment of the Senator from New 
Jersey. I admire him for coming for
ward with this, because I, with him, 
think we have to take a look at how we 
do business. I am willing to have my 
subcommittee cooperate in any way 
that we can possibly do this. 

Senator BOREN spoke earlier on the 
floor about the revolving door. This is 
something I have had a belief in long 
before I came to this body. In my days 
in the Nevada legislature and when I 
was Lieutenant Governor of the State, 
when I served as chairman of the Ne
vada Gaming Commission, I always ad
vocated that people who serve, espe
cially in the very sensitive business in 
Nevada dealing with gambling, should 
not be able to be regulating one day 
and working for one of the gamblers 
the next day. I always felt that way. 

When I served as chairman of the 
gaming commission, I advocated a law 
and/or a rule, whichever I could get, 
that would prevent somebody like me 
from going to work for the gaming in
dustry for a period of time, for a year, 
after I got off that job. There was no 
law passed, but I felt I should live by 
what I said, so I did not accept any cli
ents in my law practice. !But it was in
teresting, after the year went by, peo
ple were not as interested as much as if 
I had accepted them right away, I am 
sure. 

I agree with the intention, but I 
think I do not believe this Congres
sional Reform Act that has been sub
mitted and as I reviewed the summary 
is perfect. I think it is something that 
needs to be reviewed because it applies 
not only to us but to members of our 
staff. I think, as I read it-and I could 
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be wrong-but it is something the com
mittees need to look at, this rule limit
ing gifts to members of our staffs. They 
could not get gifts from any source ei
ther. I think that is something that at 
least the summary leaves some ques
tion as to whether a member of my 
staff could also get Christmas presents 
from somebody they have known for a 
while. 

Remember always, as we have heard 
here so many times, we have three sep
arate, equal branches of Government-
the legislative, executive, and judicial 
branches of Government. The reason 
our Founding Fathers set up these sep
arate but equal branches of Govern
ment is that they are different, and dif
ferent rules should apply, in many in
stances, to one branch than applies to 
the other. 

I am saying here with the gifts rule, 
let us take a close look at it and make 
sure we have covered everything. There 
are certain things we agree on, clearly, 
and I think those we do not we should 
look at very closely. I would say, Mr. 
President, that even the most innocent 
tokens of appreciation or personal 
friendships could be construed as ethi
cal violations, as I read this proposal 
that is now in the sense-of-the-Senate 
resolution. 

I repeat for the third time, I say this 
not to state any opposition to the 
sense-of-the-Senate re solution offered 
by my friend from New Jersey, but I 
think we need to be aware of some of 
the problems that we may create in 
trying to solve a problem that is per
ceived by us and perhaps members of 
the public that need to be remedied. 
Any Member of this body any time, 
now or when we were first made a re
public, can refuse to accept a gift in 
any manner. They can refuse to accept 
Christmas cards. They can just put 
"Return to Sender." They can refuse to 
accept gifts given from their longtime 
friends or lobbyists. Anyone can do 
that right now. So there is no one who 
forces a gift upon anyone. In fact, I 
think any Member should and hope
fully does decline anything that would 
compromise them in any way. 

So I believe, in closing, Mr. Presi
dent, that rather than take a hap
hazard approach-and certainly I am 
not suggesting this legislation is hap
hazard-that we need to take a look at 
the gifts rule and the other things en
compassed in this amendment and have 
the Rules Committee and perhaps the 
legislative branch, which also has ju
risdiction over some of these matters, 
take a close look at them and see if 
there are things we can do to improve 
this sense-of-the-Senate resolution 
and, most of all, use our common 
sense, both in how we fulfill our duties 
and how we apply any necessary stand
ards to the performance of these du
ties. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Jersey. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
would like to say, for just a moment, 
that there are few in this body who I 
respect more, or for whom I have more 
affection, than my friend from Nevada. 
When it comes to integrity, he is one of 
the persons we all look to, because he 
has been a real leader in this area. 

He is, as he indicated, chairman of 
the legislative branch Subcommittee 
on Appropriations, which provides 
money for committee funding, et 
cetera, office funding. He has always 
been very diligent about pointing out 
the deficiencies of the system. I appre
ciate his comments today about the 
need to ensure that we do not overrun 
the system with rules that may con
strict more than help. We take that ad
monition very seriously and listen 
carefully when my friend from Nevada 
speaks. 

Of course, as this is a sense-of-the
Senate resolution we need not get into 
a debate about all the specific rules 
that are appropriate. But I do want to 
respond to something that the distin
guished Senator from Nevada said. The 
amendment calls in general terms for 
rules that are substantially similar to 
those that apply in the executive 
branch. Earlier I said that I thought 
that the rules for the Congress perhaps 
should be even more strict. I want to 
clarify that this would not be required 
by the amendment. 

Then there is also a question about a 
Christmas card exchange. There hap
pens to be in the rules now an exemp
tion for greeting cards. And it is my in
tent, as evidenced by the bill we intro
duced yesterday, that gifts from 
friends should not be restricted. And no 
one is going to question gifts in the 
context of a genuine long-term rela
tionship. 

But, Mr. President, I submit to my 
friend from Nevada that if a stranger 
comes up and offers you a gift and you 
are out on the street, you say, hey, 
wait a second. Why am I getting this? 
There has to be some reason behind 
this. 

When people entrusted with the af
fairs of the country, as we are, sud
denly get a gift from out of nowhere, 
that should raise at least the same sus
picion. We should ask ourselves: Why? 
Is it the way I look today; the speech I 
made last night? 

Mr. President, let's be realistic. Lob
byists are registered because their goal 
is to influence people and to move leg
islation their way or their client's way. 

So, again, our intent is not to limit 
gifts where old friendships exist. But 
we ought to be wary of anyone else who 
comes up with expensive gifts or who 
suddenly wants to take us out to din
ner or lunch or otherwise. 

So, Mr. President, I say to my friend 
from Nevada, we hear what he is say
ing. We respect it greatly. We know he 

is with us in concept, and we will be 
very careful about the details. For 
now, we are calling for a sense-of-the
Senate resolution which says basically 
we ought to adopt with rules similar to 
those that apply in the executive 
branch. 

In the legislation introduced yester
day, we do propose to strengthen the 
rules somewhat, as they would apply to 
the Congress. While the executive 
branch rules limit gifts from those 
with interests before an employee's 
agency, our legislation would limit 
gifts from anyone other than a family 
member or personal friend, even if the 
giver does not have a direct interest in 
pending legislation. 

Incidentally, in response to some
thing else that my friend from Nevada 
mentioned about different branches of 
Government, I would note that I think 
there are significant restrictions on 
giving gifts to judges. 

So, yes, Congress operates differently 
than the other two branches. But many 
of the same ethical standards should 
apply. And I think the executive 
branch standards are pretty good. 

So, Mr. President, I hope we will be 
able to move this resolution with dis
patch and get a rollcall vote. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield for 
a question? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Certainly. 
Mr. REID. Did the Senator from New 

Jersey say beware of strangers bearing 
gifts? 

Mr. LA UTENBERG. I wish I had, but 
that is essentially what I said. I used 
different words like wipe the slate 
clean, which probably exaggerates the 
situation. 

Again, I doubt that many, if any, of 
my colleagues are influenced by an 
elaborate meal or a trip. But we want 
to avoid that opportunity and the asso
ciated public perception. And that is 
the purpose of this resolution. 

I thank my friend from Nevada for 
his comments. 

Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Michigan. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, there is 

no question in my mind that the con
gressional gift rules are inadequate and 
should be changed. That is why I have 
cosponsored the Lautenberg resolution. 
Right now, the gifts rules permit Mem
bers and staff to accept any number of 
gifts up to $100 each without disclosure 
and without limit. 

Now, I do not believe for 1 minute 
that Members of Congress can be pur
chased for the price of a pair of football 
tickets or a fancy dinner. The accept
ance of such gifts creates the appear
ance often of impropriety. The public 
is tired of hearing reports about finan
cial favors received by Members of 
Congress and their staffs, and it is time 
for us to change the rules and get this 
problem behind us. 

In February, the executive branch 
adopted much stricter rules for its em-
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ployees. If executive branch employees 
can live under those standards, there is 
no good reason why Congress should 
not. That is the approach taken by the 
Lautenberg bill in general. It will 
tighten our standards in general to 
match the new executive branch stand
ards. They are tough, but I think they 
are the right direction to go, and I con
gratulate Senator LAUTENBERG for his 
initiative in taking on this issue. But 
the standards in the executive branch 
are complex. 

The executive branch rules run 15 
pages. The Lautenberg bill is 17 pages. 
The executive branch rules took years 
to be developed. I hope that our new 
rules will come from the Rules Com
mittee and will be reported out in a 
matter of months. 

Last, Mr. President, I wish to com
ment on the thoughts of the Senator 
from Nevada, while he is on the floor, 
because he makes a very important 
point of which we should all take heed. 

There are issues we have to address 
in our representative capacity. What 
do we do with home-State products? 
Are we not going to be allowed to dis
tribute home-State products to boost 
them? This is not something which 
benefits us. This is something which is 
of benefit to the wine, or whatever, in
dustry we are trying to boost. Would 
that be a gift to us? 

What about widely attended recep
tions? We go to a VFW reception. The 
tickets to that reception are $25. Are 
we not going to be able to go to those 
receptions which are attended by 500 or 
1,000 people without our buying the 
ticket to each one? How can we rep
resent the VFW well if we cannot go to 
their receptions unless we pay for all of 
these receptions? 

What about being a guest at the Can
cer Society dinner? We are the guest of 
honor. Our name is used to try to 
maybe bring in a few additional people. 
Will we have to then purchase the din
ner ticket at that dinner where we are 
the guest of honor, and then for all of 
these dinners and all of these recep
tions will we then either be prohibited 
from going or have to buy the ticket, 
which for many of us is prohibitive, 
personally prohibitive? 

So the Sena tor from Nevada makes a 
very important point, and I think the 
Senator from New Jersey has acknowl
edged that we have to do this carefully 
so we do not undermine our own capa
bility to represent our constituents. 
That is why the Lautenberg resolution 
seems to me so important. This sense
of-the-Senate amendment will refer 
this matter to the Rules Committee 
with some direction, saying it is our 
sense that we ought to do this as 
quickly as possible, but that we should 
limit the acceptance of gifts, meals, 
and travel in a manner substantially 
similar to restrictions applicable to ex
ecutive branch officials. 

I believe that is the right way to go, 
and as we go down that road, hopefully, 

we will keep in mind, very much in 
mind, the thoughts of the Senator from 
Nevada. 

There are many other examples, by 
the way, like that, and I think the Sen
ator from New Jersey and others ac
knowledge that we have to do this 
carefully, and the Rules Committee is 
the right place to do it. But we want 
them to act promptly. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. I be
lieve we are trying to work out a time 
agreement on the Lautenberg amend
ment. I do not know if the Senator 
from New Jersey has yet been involved 
in those discussions. If not, I would 
suggest, unless someone else wants the 
floor, that a quorum--

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield for 
a unanimous-consent request? 

Mr. LEVIN. Yes. 
Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 

that my name be added as a cosponsor 
of the Lautenberg amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEVIN. Again, I commend my 
friend from New Jersey. His leadership 
in this area has been stalwart. It is es
sential he proceed on the course he is 
headed. I am glad he is setting some 
parameters for when we determine we 
are going to move some restriction on 
gifts, and without the kind of energy 
and force he has displayed we are not 
going to get it done. 

And we have to get it done. We have 
to change the way we do business on 
gifts. It is that simple. We want to do 
it right but we have to do it. The Sen
ator from New Jersey is keeping us on 
that track. I commend him for it. I am 
proud to cosponsor his amendment. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Michigan, as 
well as I am pleased to have. the Sen
ator from Nevada join in as a cospon
sor. 

Mr. President, there are questions 
that arise; and again careful study be
fore we see this enacted into law is re
quired. The situation, for example, 
that the Senator from Michigan raises 
about the VFW conference. I happen to 
be a member of the VFW, so my life 
membership might get me by. But 
there are other situations that we 
would be looking at. 

It is our intent to do something that 
is similar to that which is included in 
what our legislation will be; that is, if 
one is invited to attend a large meeting 
on behalf of an organization, that is 
likely to be an acceptable process. 
However, if there is a meeting, and a 
ballet performance with a $1,000 par
ticular ticket, or $100 ticket that 
might be purchased by a lobbyist, that 
would be ruled out. 

So we will be working with some of 
the refinements. We do not want to in
hibit any personal relationships that 
existed before. Everyone knows what 
we are trying to do here; that is, to get 
rid of the possible situation where in-

fluence can be peddled to a Member of 
the Congress. 

We will pursue it. 
I ar-i not sure whether or not we are 

going to be talking about a time agree
ment with our colleagues. But to give 
11s time to have some discussion with 
it, Mr. President, I note the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SHELBY). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. DURENBERGER] be 
allowed to proceed as in morning busi
ness for 7 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from Minnesota. 

NO CLEAR GOALS IN BOSNIA 
Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 

I rise today to address the question of 
the involvement of United States mili
tary forces in the conflict in the former 
Yugoslavia. 

Allow me to begin by quoting a Euro
pean statesman on the subject of the 
unrest in the Balkans: 

If the President demands something, the 
Serbian government must yield, and if she 
does not, then Belgrade will be bombarded 
and if necessary occupied until the will of 
the President is fulfilled. You must rest as
sured that I stand behind you and ready to 
draw the sword. 

Mr. President, that quote does not 
come to us from Helmut Kohl, or John 
Major, or Francois Mitterrand. It does 
not even come to us from our own pe
riod of history. 

The Speaker was Kaiser Wilhelm of 
Germany. And the time was August 
1914. 

Different people, different time. But 
the very same problem we are con
fronting today-the militarism of Ser
bian nationalists, and a reign of terror 
against innocent people. 

And even the solution proposed is the 
same-united military action to re
solve the conflict. 

Do we stand on the brink of a cata
clysm on the scale of World War I? I 
would say no. 

But can we safely ignore the lesson of 
that earlier Balkan adventure? This is 
a question we must all ponder closely 
in our hearts. 

So I do not rise today in support of 
United States involvement in Bosnia. 
Nor do I rise in opposition-yet. 

But I want to make it clear that I 
have extremely serious reservations 
about President Clinton's policy. 

The President has not demonstrated 
under what circumstances a Bosnian 
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involvement is in the national interest 
of the United States. 

The President has not demonstrated 
precisely which goals he is contemplat
ing pursuing. 

So the President has not defined our 
role. And he has not defined our goal. 

If the history of U.S. involvement in 
other events, for example, in the civil 
war in Lebanon- back in the early 
1980's-has one clear lesson to teach us, 
it is this: 

No role. No goal. No go. 
Mr. President, I want to make it 

clear that I am not prejudging the 
question of United States involvement 
in Bosnia. But the definition of a na
tional interest-and the articulation of 
a clear and achievable goal-con
sti tute, together, an absolute sine qua 
non of a successful military action. 

These two crucial factors are pre
cisely what is missing-so far-in the 
Clinton administration's policy on 
Bosnia. 

These factors are not just desirable. 
They are essential. The Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Gen. Colin 
Powell, estimates that a successful 
peacekeeping effort in Bosnia could re
quire a troop strength of 500,000 sol
diers. 

To give you an idea of the potential 
scale of that kind of an intervention, 
let me point out that we had 20,000 
troops in Somalia, for 5 months, at a 
cost of $1.87 billion. A Bosnian inter
vention, on the scale described by Gen
eral Powell could therefore cost in the 
neighborhood of $50 to $100 billion-de
pending on the length of the hos
tilities. And there is no host country or 
oil-producing neighbors to pay for it. 

The administration may well issue a 
rejoinder to the effect that no · U.S. 
commitment on that scale is envi
sioned. Our expense-and our goals-
will be much more modest. 

But this still leaves us far from an 
answer to the essential questions: 
What are we doing there? And what 
precisely are we trying to accomplish? 

President Clinton wants America to 
be a leader-a powerful moral author
ity for peace and freedom. This is a 
goal which I sincerely hope is shared 
by all Americans. I know I share it. 

But we cannot exercise moral leader
ship if we lack honesty-honesty with 
ourselves about our goals, and about 
our commitment to them. 

This is a defining point in inter
national relations. The days of bipolar 
conflict are over. We are in the age now 
of instant information-but the growth 
of our intelligence and the refinement 
of our shared ideals has not kept pace 
with the growth in our ability to com
municate information. 

It is now-at the beginning of a time 
of geopolitical uncertainty, rather 
than later-that we should invest the 
time and intellectual effort required to 
define the world order we seek to build. 

If we assume a leadership role in a 
particular conflict, we assume respon-

sibility for the result. If we establish a 
situation in which our initial deploy
ment is open-ended, what we will cre
ate is a dynamic for escalation-and an 
eventual choice between failure, and 
success at a prohibitive cost. 

Surely this is one lesson of Vietnam 
that has been seared into our national 
psyche-do not make foreign policy 
commitments without the understand
ing, the backing, and the informed en
gagement of the American people. 

We have to know what we are trying 
to accomplish in the Balkans, and why. 
To say that the brutal TV images of 
Serbian aggression require a humani
tarian response on the part of the Unit
ed States is simply insufficient. 

The question is not whether we ap
prove of the actions of the Serbs. It is 
not about whether we approve of ethnic 
cleansing. It is not even about whether 
the Holocaust is an appropriate anal
ogy. 

It is not about any of these things. 
It is about what we, as a people, are 

prepared to do about the suffering we 
see in the Balkans. 

And this is emphatically not a deci
sion that can be made unilaterally by 
the President of the United States. 
Twenty-nine years ago, after the Gulf 
of Tonkin, Lyndon Johnson succeeded 
in establishing a major American mili
tary commitment. 

As the subsequent tragedy in South
east Asia proves, it is not enough to 
carve out a policy beachhead. You have 
to know how far you are going to go-
and you have to know when you have 
gotten there. 

To this end, I ask my colleagues to 
join me in calling upon the President 
to articulate a clear strategy and clear 
goals for any proposed United States 
involvement in the Balkan war. The 
goal which the President has outlined 
is far too vague-the goal must be con
crete, achievable, and decisive. 

And we need to distinguish between 
peacemaking and peacekeeping. We do 
not yet know which of these will be our 
mission, and I think the President 
ought to tell us what he thinks about 
the subject. 

We have to shift the debate from how 
to start a Bosnian mission-air strikes, 
ground forces, and so forth-to the 
much more important question of how 
to finish it. 

Do we want to have the Serb Govern
ment protecting Moslems? Do we want 
a reunified Yugoslavia? Are we willing 
to establish what amounts to a United 
States trust territory in the Balkans, 
into the indefinite future? I do not 
have an answer to these questions, but 
I am genuinely alarmed at the fact 
that they are not even being asked. 

So I ask the President to defer any 
commitment until the American peo
ple-through their representatives in 
Congress-have had a chance to 
confront the issues at stake in this de
cision to begin U.S. military involve
ment. 

Most of my colleagues will remember 
the debates we had about President 
Bush's decision to go to war in the Per
sian Gulf. I am not alone in thinking of 
those debates as one of the finest mo
ments in the history of the U.S. Sen
ate. It brought out the l>est in all of 
us-on both sides of that question. 

A full and informed debate is equally 
essential in the case of any proposed 
involvement in Bosnia. 

If the President wants to commit 
U.S. troops, he simply must come be
fore Congress to ask for debate-and to 
ask for authorization. 

Because when America does go to 
war, it must go united. 

When America goes to war-or to an 
armed peacemaking effort-it must go 
on the basis of good information, clear 
thought and intelligent choices. 

And if our direct national security 
interest is not clear, then what needs 
to be understood is the shared ideals
political and humanitarian-on which 
the risk is premised. 

So, Mr. President, to violate these 
principles is to risk a calamity that 
would be especially shameful because 
it is entirely avoidable. The judgment 
of history on rash decisions is written 
in clear, bold letters. In the jungles of 
Vietnam and in the rubble of the Ma
rine barracks in Beirut. 

We ignore this judgment at our peril. 
So I ask President Clinton to help 

the American people understand the is
sues at stake in this Bosnian engage
ment. I ask him to help me understand 
these issues. 

And I ask him to do it now because 
later, there will not be time. The time 
for thought is before action- and be
fore the commitment of American 
troops to a mission that has yet to be 
clearly defined. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that an article in the St. Paul Pio
neer Press by editorial writer D.J. 
Tice, addressing some of these issues be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the St. Paul Pioneer Press, May 5, 
1993] 

MORAL OUTRAGE, NOT OUR NATIONAL INTER
ESTS, Is THE FACTOR PROPELLING U.S. INTO 
BOSNIA 

(By D.J. Tice) 
A sprawling consensus that it's time for 

America to intervene militarily in the 
Bosnian civil war has congealed among the 
nation's opinion leaders. With President 
Clinton in the lead, the united front willing 
to contemplate at least U.S. airstrikes 
stretches impressively from Bob Dole to 
Paul Wellstone, from Anthony Lewis to Wil
liam Safire. 

Serbian leaders, now reconsidering the 
U.N. peace plan they have spurned for 
months, are squirming in the face of this 
American wrath, as well they might. Ameri
ca's blood is up on Bosnia-or, at least, the 
blood of its politicians and pundits is up, 
which is good (or bad) enough. 

It's not quite impossible , this week, to 
hope that the U.S. chest pounding may itself 
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prove sufficient to end the fighting. It 's not 
quite impossible , just desperately difficult. 

In any case , just as Serb leaders defy the 
swell ing American war spirit at their peril , 
an American commentator questions the 
wisdom of the prestigious consensus spoiling 
for a fight with trepidation. Many perfectly 
sensible people are convinced America must 
enter the Bosnian fray. 

It's probably some blindness in me that I 
can't share their certainty. 

If the President chooses to act, to send 
young Americans into battle, they, and he, 
will have my support. But for now, doubts 
haunt me. 

The central doubt is whether America has 
a compelling national interest in controlling 
the outcome of the Bosnian war- and, if not , 
whether the new foreign-policy doctrine 
seemingly being formulated is a plausible 
one that can long enjoy public support. 

The case for action in Bosnia is by and 
large a moral case-a conviction that Amer
ica has a moral Clbligation to end the abuse 
and killing of besieged Muslim civilians 
there. 

No doubt, ending suffering and death would 
in any circumstance constitute a moral act. 
But it's less clear how the Bosnian war dif
fers from dozens of conflicts in recent dec
ades in which the United States might have 
intervened on the same grounds, but didn 't. 

America didn't go to war to end brutal, 
famine-triggering civil wars in Ethiopa, 
Sudan and other African states. We didn ' t in
tervene in the Iraq-Iran war, or earlier in the 
Khmer Rouge horror in Cambodia. Is the 
Serbs' admittedly stomach-turning brutal
ization of Bosnian Muslims fundamentally 
different from those and other tragic con
flicts America has stood by and watched? 

It seems more likely that a profound, new 
post-Cold War foreign-policy doctrine is in 
the making in the Bosnia debate (it was at 
work in the Somalia intervention, too , 
though the risks were smaller there). It is a 
doctrine, it seems that America faces a 
moral imperative to relieve by force all se
vere civilian persecution in war (which is not 
exactly uncommon), whether America has an 
overriding national interest in the conflict 
or not. 

Such a foreign policy would be morally 
generous, to be sure. But it would also be an 
onerous and unprecedented national commit
ment. It might, if faithfully fulfilled, keep 
young Americans in harm's way, somewhere 
in the world, more or less perpetually. 

Perhaps, as many seem to think, this is a 
moral burden America must bear in the post
Cold War world. (It sure suggests we 've got
ten over the "Vietnam syndrome.") But two 
questions: Will the American people support 
this world-police policy indefinitely? And 
will the kind of deep military budget cuts 
now being contemplated allow us to main
tain a fighting force capable of carrying out 
this extraordinary mission? 

The case is also made , of course, that the 
Balkan fighting puts vital American inter
ests at risk by threatening a wider Medi
terranean war. Yet, if the danger of spread
ing war is great, will limited airstrikes se
cure the peace? And would arming the be
sieged Muslims, surely prolonging the battle 
in Bosnia, reduce or intensify the threat? 

Finally , what is America's ultimate objec
tive in Bosnia, and how do we intend to 
achieve it? The U.N. peace plan, carving tiny 
Bosnia into 10 " semiautonomous" ethnic re
gions, seems an almost farcical nonsolution. 
What will this jigsaw Bosnia be but a mosaic 
of hostile camps-a war in waiting? 

Is there any real cure in this to the terri
torial rivalries, mutua l suspicions and na-

tionalist aspirations of the Balkan peoples? 
If not, how long can America and its allies 
suppress the battle with airstrikes? And if 
airstrikes don 't work, what then? Most pro
ponents of action, the administration in
cluded, continue to rule out commitment of 
U.S. ground troops, except as "peace
keepers"- an eerie distinction that often 
means any deployed troops will lack suffi
cient resources to defend themselves and 
control events. 

It discomforts me to no end to have doubts 
about a course of action that seems so plain
ly necessary to so many smart and serious 
people. But America's march toward war in 
Bosnia still seems long on moral outrage, on 
an urge to do something, and troubling short 
on pragmatic strategy and realistic view of 
national interests. 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
I yield the floor. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

STAR PRINT-S. 847 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that S. 847, a bill to 
provide for the assignment of female 
members to combat duty on ships, be 
star printed to reflect the changes 
which I now send to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

LOBBYING DISCLOSURE ACT OF 
1993 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the following 
be the only amendments remaining in 
order to S. 349 and that they be consid
ered under the following time limi ta
tions equally divided in the usual form: 

An amendment by Sena tor STEVENS 
regarding simultaneous filing with the 
House and the Senate, 30 minutes; an 
amendment by Senator STEVENS re
quiring disclosure of $1,000 or more an
nually, 2 hours; an amendment by Sen
ator GRAMM of Texas relevant to the 
bill requiring disclosure to which rel
evant second-degree amendments 

would be in order; an amendment by 
Senator MCCONNELL regarding sense of 
the Senate on the savings from the re
peal of the deductibility of lobbying ex
penses to be used for child immuniza
tion, 30 minutes; an amendment by 
Senators MITCHELL and BOREN regard
ing a sense of the Senate on political 
action committees and voluntary 
spending limits, 30 minutes; an amend
ment by Senator PRESSLER regarding 
the banning of political action commit
tees, 30 minutes; an amendment by 
Senators LEVIN and COHEN in lieu of 
the committee amendments which Sen
ator LEVIN will be eligible to withdraw 
upon the call for the regular order 
made by the majority leader in accord
ance with the earlier consent agree
ment. 

Further, that there be 1 hour remain
ing on the Lautenberg amendment No. 
347, equally divided between Senators 
STEVENS and LEVIN, with the Lauten
berg amendment laid aside to recur 
upon the disposition of the Stevens 
amendments, if offered, or 1 p.m., 
whichever is later. 

I further ask unanimous consent 
that, when the Senate resumes consid
eration of S. 349 at 10 a.m. tomorrow, 
Senator STEVENS be recognized to offer 
one of his amendments. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Pressler amendment not be in order 
unless the Mitchell-Boren amendment 
is offered and disposed of; further, that 
these amendments all be first-degree 
amendments only; that Senator STE
VENS be permitted to modify his disclo
sure amendment after it is offered, pro
viding the modification is relevant to 
the subject matter of the original 
amendment; that no motions to recom
mit be in order; and that, when these 
amendments are disposed of, the Sen
ate proceed to third reading and final 
passage of the bill, without any inter
vening action or debate. 

Mr. President, I ask the Chair to 
withhold putting the request to the 
Senate pending a clarification. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, yesterday 
I offered some remarks to this body in 
the spirit that I thought that we owed 
a higher obligation to the people of 
this country than to simply engage in 
a kind of mindless firing of shots 
across the bow only to receive another 
volley across our own. While there are 
serious and substantive differences on 
the President's economic stimulus 
package, I felt that we had made our 
respective points and that we ought to 
get down to the serious business of this 
Nation. 
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I said that with the hope that we 

might take up and pass a bill which 
Senator LEVIN and I worked on with 
other members of the committee, 
which enjoys very strong bipartisan 
support. This is not a partisan issue. 
We have a problem as far as the percep
tion and the reality of lobbying disclo
sure. This is a 2- or 3-year effort, per
haps even longer, on the part of Sen
ator LEVIN and his staff and mine. We 
are trying to resolve the issue in a way 
that is fair to lobbyists who, after all, 
represent the people of this country, be 
it special or nonspecial interest, and at 
the same time assure the public that 
lobbyists are making full disclosure so 
the public knows who is lobbying 
whom on behalf of whom and on what 
issue. That was the very direct, simple 
purpose of this legislation. 

I would have hoped that we could 
have kept off all of the extraneous or 
nongermane amendments and do some
thing in a relatively brief period of 
time, knowing that there were a num
ber of amendments which would be 
controversial but at least pertain to 
the bill. Then last evening, of course, 
an amendment was offered dealing with 
campaign finance; in essence, the ban
ning of political action committees. I 
would like to say just a few words 
about that particular issue. 

It is my belief that every reform car
ries with it the seeds of its own abuse. 
Every reform that we pass eventually 
will become subject to abuse and will 
be in need of reform itself. That is ex
actly what happened with respect to 
the creation of political action com
mittees. They came about as a result, 
or in the wake of, the Watergate scan
dal. People saw there were large con
tributions being made to respective 
parties and that much of it was undis
closed, and in cash. 

There was a perception that somehow 
labor had enjoyed an advantage over 
business; that Democrats had an ad
vantage over Republicans. There was a 
political action committee called 
COPE which was not available to Re
publican Members. So, in the wake of 
the Watergate scandal, we said: How 
about if we allow Republican Members 
or the private sector to gather together 
their members and make a consoli
dated contribution to whomever they 
want? Again, this came about as a di
rect reform in the wake of the Water
gate scandal. But it had its motivation 
also in partisan attempt to even the 
scale somewhat. The feeling was that 
the Democrats enjoyed an advantage 
and the Republicans did not. 

So one thought was that if we allow 
small contributors to band together to 
form political action committees, 
there would, in fact, be a proliferation 
of political action committees. After 
all, as Jefferson pointed out, this Na
tion is made up of special interests, 
which I tried to point out last night. 
Everyone in this country has a special 

interest. The thought was if we limit 
the amount of contributions, we know 
P AC's are going to be expanded and en
courage greater participation. 

Our hope was that we would encour
age more people to get involved. So the 
creation of the political action com
mittees came about under the belief 
and the assumption that we would bal
ance the scales: Democrats would not 
enjoy a greater degree of support than 
Republicans; labor would not have an 
advantage over business; and we would 
reform the political system. 

Now what has happened? PAC's have 
suddenly become the evil of our soci
ety, according to some. I must tell you, 
I find it difficult to draw certain dis
tinctions. If, for example, a president 
of a company-let us call it the XYZ 
Co.-and his wife each contributes 
$2,000 under the existing campaign 
laws, they are allowed to do that. No 
one questions that. If that same presi
dent is the head of a company in which 
the top executives each contribute $100 
apiece into a fund that totals up to 
$5,000, now that is seen as being an 
undue influence on the political sys
tem. 

I have trouble distinguishing between 
those two cases-between the contribu
tions of the president of the company 
and his wife, or the executives of a 
company-their· contributions being 
roughly equal. 

Nonetheless, the perception is that 
PAC's have somehow corroded our po
litical system. So if that is the case, I 
am fully prepared-fully prepared-to 
say let us not have them anymore, 
even though I have doubts as to wheth
er that is, in fact, going to clean up the 
system in the eyes of the American 
people. 

But there is a political motivation 
behind this, as well. The fact is that 
Republicans see that the Democrats 
currently enjoy an advantage under 
our current financing system. Because 
you are a majority in both Houses and 
because you now occupy the White 
House, you have an advantage because 
political action committees do not nec
essarily have a moral conscience; they 
act out of self-interest. 

And even though one might expect a 
business PAC to support a Republican 
challenger or incumbent, it does not 
necessarily follow that will be the case 
because, if there is in fact a Demo
cratic incumbent, many of the PAC's 
feel obligated to protect their special 
interest by supporting the incumbent 
Representative or Senator; namely, a 
Democratic majority. 

So now we see proliferation of PAC's 
not as evening things out but, rather, 
simply reinforcing the advantage that 
Democrats currently enjoy in both the 
House and the Senate. So there is in 
fact a political motivation to what we 
are doing. 

My own view is, let us abolish the 
PAC's. I have a question as to whether 

you can do that constitutionally. But · 
assuming it is constitutional, just get 
rid of P AC's. 

But the question is why do we have 
to do it on this bill? It is a legitimate 
issue. Any Senator has a right to offer 
a campaign finance amendment and, 
indeed, one is pending. But I have a 
question as to why we are doing it on 
this particular piece of legislation. If 
we are going to offer an amendment, 
then certainly the majority has a right 
to amend it in the second degree, to 
make its political point, because they 
may not like unlimited campaign fund
ing, because they may think that gives 
us an advantage. And so here we are 
fighting out the political advantages 
and disadvantages, pros and cons on a 
bill which really is not relevant to 
what we are trying to take up. 

For all practical purposes, we have 
been here for 2 days, and we are likely 
to be here for another day on a bill 
that in all probability should have been 
wrapped up if not last night then cer
tainly by today. 

Mr. President, I must say that we are 
giving the American people quite an 
example. It is not gridlock. It is not 
porklock. It is simply a lockout. We 
have paralysis, and it is not because of 
a partisan jockeying right here, right 
now as to who is going to go forward. 
We are just breaking down because we 
are attaching amendments to bills 
which really are not relevant, and we 
are doing so to score political points. 

Now, these po in ts can be argued and 
should be argued next week, or the 
week after next. Whenever the major
ity wants to bring up its campaign fi
nance legislation, we are fully prepared 
to debate them on each and every 
issue. We will contest virtually every 
provision because there are legitimate 
differences. But I must say that for us 
to engage in this kind of attempt to 
amend this bill at this time, once again 
wasting 2 full days, it seems to me is 
doing a great disservice to the Amer
ican people. 

Now, we are going to be faced to
night, as a result, with the majority 
leader asking the Sergeant at Arms to 
call all Senators back into session. It is 
unnecessary. It is regrettable. But I 
think it is inevitable at this point. 

Mr. President, I am here to manage 
the minority side of the bill. I hope I 
can do so without compromising any of 
the minority's rights. But I must tell 
you my own sense of frustration is 
reaching the level that I think matches 
that of the American public. They are 
becoming disenchanted with us because 
we are not moving. We are simply de
laying. We are not even debating. We 
are simply waiting. And we are not 
"Waiting for Godot." We are not even 
waiting for BOB DOLE at this point, be
cause he is fully ready and willing to 
come to the floor at a moment's notice. 

But I would say that tonight we are 
going to be in session, we should be in 
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session, and, hopefully, there will be tisan bill. We do not have a deadlock 
amendments offered on behalf of either on the disclosure of lobbyists. We have 
the majority or the minority. agreed on this basic bill. It is the intru-

Mr. President, I yield the floor. sion of these other matters-very im-
Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair. portant matters, by the way. Campaign 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- finance reform is very, very important. 

ator from Michigan is recognized. There is a place for it. It is coming up. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, first, let I would plead to the sponsor of the 

me say that I agree with my friend amendment that initiated this debate 
from Maine. The campaign finance re- on campaign finance reform to allow 
form issue has no place on this bill. We that debate to take place where it _be
cannot prevent a Senator from offering longs, which is on the campaign fi
that amendment. Indeed, the Senator nance reform bill, and not to just make 
from South Dakota offered an amend- it impossible for us to proceed and dis
ment relative to PAC's. We cannot pre- pose of a matter which is also impor-
vent that from being offered under the tant. · 
rules of the Senate. Once that issue is We want lobbyists, finally, to tell the 
moved by that Senator, however, that public what these laws on the books 
then precipitates a debate on campaign have intended them to tell the public 
finance reform. since 1946. Who is paying them, how 

What has happened is that a debate much, to lobby on what issues? That is 
on campaign finance reform, which is what our bill does; the bipartisan bill. 
going to take place next week anyway And we ought to be allowed to get on 
or the week after, is then brought forth with it. I hope we are. 
on this bill where it has no place at all Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, let me 
and could well just delay or destroy say it is not only one single amend
this bipartisan effort. Both the Repub- ment dealing with PAC's. I cite that as 
lican manager and myself, and I be- an example. But since last evening 
lieve the leadership-they can speak there has been a proliferation of 
for themselves-would be perfectly amendments many of which really do 
happy to say no campaign finance re- not pertain to this bill. 
form amendment on this bill, period, if So what we have done is set in mo-
we could get unanimous consent. tion a dynamic which is repeated too 

But that requires the consent of often. I made the statement before the 
every Senator. It is up to 100 Senators. committee, which my distinguished 
Each Senator has a right to offer an colleague friend from Oklahoma chairs, 
amendment and there is an amendment in behalf of the Senate, for the com
which is pending. Since there is an mittee to study the reform of this in
amendment that is pending, we have a stitution. 
right to offer a second-degree amend- I made the observation that here we 
ment to that amendment. If another are sitting day after day, looking at 
campaign finance reform amendment is chart after chart. There were 14 charts 
offered, people who have a different laid out before the committee. We 
point of view have a right under the looked at them every single day; we 
rules to offer a second-degree amend- held a meeting trying to figure out how 
ment. But the precipitating factor is we can rearrange the boxes. Do we 
the initial offering of a campaign fi- merge appropriations and authoriza
nance reform amendment. tion? Do we put the select committees 

I wish it has not happened. I hope it under the jurisdiction of a major legis
will be withdrawn or disposed of in lative committee? How many do we 
some way. It does not belong on this have, eight? Do we have 14? We do all 
bill. It belongs in a debate on campaign of this calculation as to how we can 
finance reform. That debate is going to eliminate the overlapping jurisdiction, 
take place anyway. the redundancy, the duplication, the 

So my friend from Maine is exactly waste and inefficiency? And it is all to 
right. I share his frustration. I must naught. 
say that I hope somehow or another It is all irrelevant and futile unless 
whoever is not willing to move cam- we impose the discipline upon our
paign finance reform off this bill and selves. We can go through this. We 
onto the bill where it belongs, that · could make the recommendation to the 
those folks will relent and let us get on chairman. We can support them, come 
with our business, because the people back, adopt them, assuming we can 
want us to reform lobbying disclosure. adopt them, and nothing will have 

For 50 years we have tried to reform changed because we will be right back 
lobbying disclosure. Harry Truman here next year doing the same thing
tried to reform lobbying disclosure. He offering amendments whenever we can 
appointed a commission. The commis- to think we are going to score political 
sion could not agree. Lyndon Johnson points. 
wanted to reform lobbying disclosure. Part of politics, I suppose, is scoring 
He could not get it done. There was political points. But right now at a 
deadlock between the House and the time when all the polls show that only 
Senate-for five decades now starting 27 percent of the people of this country 
in the 1940's. have any hope-27 percent have hope--

There has been deadlock on what we the rest are apprehensive. They are 
are trying to do here. We have a bipar- scared. They want us to do something. 

Well, here is a bill with which we 
think we can do something without en
gaging in the partisan slinging back 
and forth. Immediately we are bogged 
down with a series-not just one 
amendment but a series-of amend
ments which have little to do with this 
measure. 

So I would say to my friend from 
Oklahoma that I give him credit for all 
the time and devotion he has dedicated 
to this issue of congressional reform. 
But the most important reform is for 
each of us to delegate to the majority 
leader, to the minority leader, to the 
chairman and chairwomen of our re
spective committees, some degree of 
deference. 

If I spend all of my time trying to be
come an expert in the field of defense 
matters or intelligence matters, or 
Government matters, or aging issues, I 
would hope that my colleagues might 
defer to that effort so that when a bill 
comes to the floor, those members on 
the committee would have at least the 
presumption that they put a lot of 
work and effort that deserve support. 
What happens? A defense bill, by way 
of example, comes to the floor of the 
Senate. Before it hits the floor there 
are 155 amendments pending. And we 
will spend a week, or 2 weeks, or what
ever the time, for each Member, then a 
certified expert in the field, to super
impose their own judgment on the 
committee. 

That is permitted, and perhaps even 
encouraged under the rules of the Sen
ate. But I must say if we continue to do 
that, time after time, the country is 
going to continue to watch these pro
ceedings and say, what in the world are 
they doing? Is this how democracy is 
supposed to work? Is this representa
tive Government at its best? Or are we 
simply interested in trying to score 
points? 

I would say it has to stop. It has to 
take discipline. We have to do it our
selves. We have to impose that dis
cipline upon ourselves. 

We are not going to get rules changes 
through. There are too many people in 
this institution who think the rules 
need not to be changed, but perhaps 
the Members do. So they are going to 
have to come to terms with their own 
inclinations, and this is something we 
have to curb-that desire to score 
points on bills, which really are not 
relevant to that issue. 

We do not have a germaneness rule. 
We are not like the House. It is not 
within the tradition of the Senate to 
limit ourselves in what we can offer as 
amendments. But certainly there 
should be some discipline exercised. We 
should pick our spots, so to speak
both parties-but try to find a vehicle 
which we both can agree on, which will 
do, we think, some good, and pass it. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I want to 
compliment my colleague from Maine 
for the remarks which he has just been 
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making, and my friend and colleague 
from Michigan as well. 

I think that the dialog between the 
two of them is very instructive. It also 
expresses a spirit which is very badly 
needed, and that is mutual respect and 
a bipartisan approach to serious issues 
attempting to move the legislative 
agenda ahead. 

I want to commend both of them for 
it. My colleague from Maine has just 
talked about the work of our special 
committee on the organization of Con
gress, a committee constituted to try 
to reform this institution, review of 
this institution. 

I believe that the Senator from 
Maine is absolutely correct when he 
says it is not only going to take some 
organization and improvements for us 
to begin to function as we should, but 
it is going to take a new spirit of re
sponsibility, a new spirit of trying to 
make decisions in an orderly way, a 
new spirit of mutual self respect in 
order to get things done. 

As one who will manage the cam
paign finance reform bill on this side of 
the aisle, hopefully a bill that will be 
bipartisan, I will assure my colleagues 
that when that issue comes to the floor 
there will be an opportunity to debate 
all of these issues-the issues of politi
cal action committees, the issues of 
how campaign finance reform shall be 
funded, and all of the other important 
issues dealing with that legislation. 

There will be no attempt on this side 
of the aisle to prevent a thorough dis
cussion and decisions being made by 
the Members of this body of the impor
tant issues dealing with that subject. 

The President has indicated, and has 
sent many messages to those on both 
sides of the aisle, that he welcomes 
input. He will soon be announcing his 
own proposals, and announcing them 
again in the spirit of wan ting to re
ceive input from both sides of the aisle, 
allowing some time to pass for the re
ceipt of that input. 

So I agree very strongly with my col
leagues, Senators COHEN and LEVIN, 
that we should move ahead and make 
the progress that we can make on this 
bill; that we should move ahead and 
achieve a measure of success on lobby 
registration and disclosure. 

If we want to restore the trust of the 
American people in this institution, we 
must do our business in an orderly 
way, in a bipartisan fashion, when we 
can, and then still allow for that clash 
of views between those who legiti
mately have different perspectives on 
issues to occur at the proper time and 
.in the proper forum. 

So, Mr. President, I think that the 
Senator from Maine is correct that the 
American people are worried, fright
ened, and we do nothing to reassure 
them when we appear more interested 
in having political debates than in 
moving forward to solutions to the 
problems this country faces. 

So I join both managers in urging our 
colleagues to restrain themselves and 
put forward amendments that only 
deal with lobby disclosure. There are 
many other issues that could be taken 
up in the area of reform of the institu
tion. But let us move forward on this 
one. 

I state to those that have interest in 
the issue of campaign finance reform 
that we will have adequate opportunity 
to discuss that issue, and certainly this 
Senator, as one who will be managing 
that bill, will make no effort to pre
vent us from dealing with the view
points and the suggestions and propos
als of those on both sides of the aisle 
when we get to that issue, because this 
Senator hopes for us to find a consen
sus, and to have a meeting of the 
minds, and to, in essence, have biparti
san product that will solve that prob
lem when we get to that issue. 

Mr. McCONNELL. If the Senator will 
yield, I am not certain he had heard 
that this matter has been worked out, 
and we are going to shortly be able to 
enter into an agreement that will move 
us toward final passage, without cam
paign finance agreements on this bill, 
which is my preference on our side of 
the aisle. 

Mr. BOREN. I am delighted to hear 
that, as he and I have debated cam
paign finance reform many times. Both 
of us know that in the weeks ahead and 
days ahead we will undoubtedly have 
adequate time to do that. And as much 
as we enjoy each other's company and 
exchanging views with each other, I am 
sure we both feel we will have adequate 
opportunity to do that. I am delighted 
with that announcement. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the following 
be the only amendments remaining in 
order to S. 349, and that they be consid
ered under the following time limita
tions, equally divided in the usual 
form: 

An amendment by Senator STEVENS 
regarding simultaneous filing with the 
House and Senate, 30 minutes; an 
amendment by Senator STEVENS re
quiring disclosure of $1,000 or more an
nually, 2 hours; an amendment by Sen
ator GRAMM of Texas relevant to the 
bill requiring disclosure, to which rel
evant second-degree amendments 
would be in order, no time limitation; 
an amendment by Senator SIMON re-

garding lobbying of Government-spon
sored enterprises, 60 minutes; an 
amendment by Senators LEVIN and 
COHEN in lieu of the committee amend
ments, which Senator LEVIN will be eli
gible to withdraw upon the call for the 
regular order made by the majority 
leader in accordance with the earlier 
consent agreement. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
there be 1 hour remaining on the Lau
tenberg amendment No. 347, equally di
vided between Senators STEVENS and 
LEVIN, with the Lautenberg amend
ment laid aside to recur upon the dis
position of the Stevens amendments, if 
offered, or 1 p.m., whichever is later; 
that when the Senate resumes consid
eration of S. 349 at 10 a.m. tomorrow, 
Senator STEVENS be recognized to offer 
one of his amendments; that except 
where otherwise stated, these amend
ments all be first-degree amendments 
only; that Senator STEVENS be per
mitted to modify his disclosure amend
ment after it is offered, providing the 
modification is relevant to the subject 
matter of the original amendment; 
that no motions to recommit be in 
order,.and when these amendments are 
disposed of, the Senate proceed to third 
reading and final passage of the bill, 
without any intervening action or de
bate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

thank my colleagues for their coopera
tion. I want to make some comments 
about further handling of this bill and 
the schedule generally, and regarding 
comments made earlier by my col
leagues. 

First, it had been my hope that we 
could complete action on all matters 
relating to this bill, other than the 
amendments to be offered by Senator 
STEVENS, by the close of business 
today, and that we would have the 
amendments by Senator STEVENS to
morrow. Sena tor STEVENS is nec
essarily not able to be here today. He 
has been on a trip to Russia as part of 
an important function on behalf of the 
Senate, and accommodating his sched
ule is certainly appropriate, indeed 
necessary, given the importance of the 
mission which he and other Senators 
have undertaken. 

It has turned out that not only have 
we been unable to complete everything 
else but the Stevens amendment, the 
opposite has occurred. In 2 days, we 
have been able to complete nothing, 
except for the disposition of the 
Wellstone amendment, by agreement, 
without a recorded vote. Therefore, all 
remaining matters, as the agreement 
just obtained makes clear, will occur 
tomorrow. 

With respect to this bill, it is my in
tention that we will remain in session 
this week until we complete action on 
the bill. There is no reason why we 
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should not be able to do so. There are 
time limitations on all but one of the 
remaining amendments. I hope we will 
be able to dispose of that one. The rea
son we do not have a time limitation is 
because the subject matter is not clear. 
Everybody is acting in good faith, and 
we should be able to dispose of that in 
a reasonable amount of time on both 
sides. 

If we are unable to complete action 
on this matter prior to the dinner to
morrow evening, we will then have to 
return following the dinner, or on Fri
day, or both, to complete action on the 
bill. I make that statement now so 
that Sena tors may be a ware of that 
and adjust their schedules accordingly, 
if necessary. I hope that will not be the 
case. 

I now address myself to the com
ments made by my friend and colleague 
from Maine, Senator COHEN. Every 
Member of the Senate knows of our 
close personal friendship and our close 
working relationship. We are of dif
ferent parties, and we often vote in a 
different way, and we take different po
sitions on issues; but we also agree on 
many things. I value my friendship 
with Senator COHEN, and our good 
working relationship on behalf of our 
constituents. Never have I agreed with 
him more than in his remarks here ear
lier this evening. 

The reality is that getting anything 
done in the Senate now has become ex
tremely difficult, and the propensity, 
the tendency, the growing pattern of 
offering amendments that are not re
lated to the pending bill is increasing. 
I think what we saw this evening was a 
dramatic example of that. The ability 
to offer amendments unrelated to the 
bill provides all Senators an outlet to 
have the issue that they are concerned 
about raised, if it is not otherwise to be 
raised. 

But here we are, knowing that we are 
going to take up campaign finance re
form in just a few days, that having 
been publicly stated on many occa
sions, knowing that this bill has noth
ing to do with campaign finance re
form; and we are confronted on this 
bill-we are confronted until we just 
obtained this order-with amendments 
relating to campaign finance reform. 
What conceivable motivation could a 
Senator have to offer an amendment on 
campaign finance reform to this bill, 
knowing that the campaign finance re
form bill is coming up in just a few 
days? The answer to that is obvious, 
and I will not belabor the point. 

Since I became majority leader, I 
have made a truly determined effort to 
accommodate the interests and sched
ules of every Senator. The number of 
votes has been reduced; the number of 
days in which we are in session has 
been reduced; the predictability of 
votes has been dramatically increased, 
and I have tried very hard to accommo
date every single Senator, without re-

gard to party. But I want to say to my 
colleagues that it is becoming increas
ingly evident to me that the schedule 
which we have followed cannot be con
tinued. The schedule which I an
nounced to accommodate Senators 
with families-and that is a legitimate 
concern, especially the Senators with 
young children-was that we would not 
vote after 7 p.m. on Tuesdays and 
Wednesdays. But that assumed that we 
would be voting prior to 7 p.m. This is 
a Wednesday, and we have reached 7 
p.m., and there have been no votes. 
Well, obviously, if we cannot vote be
fore 7 p.m. and we cannot vote after 7 
p.m., we cannot ever vote. 

And the result is that it takes sev
eral days to enact legislation or to act 
on legislation that ought to take sev
eral hours. 

The bill we just completed action on, 
this week, to elevate the Environ
mental Protection Agency to Cabinet 
status, a truly unremarkable propo
sition which the overwhelming major
ity of Americans either know nothing 
about, care nothing about, or if they 
did, probably support it thinking it is a 
good idea, a bill that really ought to 
have passed in a couple of hours took I 
believe it was 5 legislative days spread 
over a 10-calendar-day period to pass a 
simple bill elevating the Environ
mental Protection Agency to Cabinet
level status. 

I believe it finally passed by a margin 
of 79 to 15, indicating that there really 
was not much disagreement in the Sen
ate on the main point of the bill. 

I make these remarks so that every 
Senator can be on notice that I believe 
it necessary to reconsider the entire 
process by which the Senate conducts 
its business and the schedule under 
which the Senate operates. 

I always felt it unwise to make deci
sions that are general in nature based 
upon a specific event and particularly 
if there is any high emotion at the mo
ment and, therefore, I deliberately and 
specifically now state that I make no 
decision other than to state that we 
are going to reconsider it and, obvi
ously, as in all such matters, I want to 
discuss it in detail with my friend and 
colleague, the distinguished Repub
lican leader. 

But I also state that the Senate can
not continue to function in a manner 
in which it has so far. We have to be 
able to get action on legislation in a 
manner that does not take all of the 
time that it takes to do these rel
atively minor bills. 

I ask myself if it takes 10 days in the 
Senate to act on a bill elevating the 
EPA to Cabinet-level status, what will 
happen when we get to heal th care? By 
any reasonable correlation, one could 
assume 10 months or 10 years given the 
relative weight, complexity, and con
troversy of the measures. 

So I thank my colleagues for their 
cooperation. I thank those who enabled 

us to reach this agreement. We will fin
ish the bill this week. I want to make 
clear, lest there be any inference drawn 
from my remarks, that I do not intend 
that this be all we do this week. We 
may have to begin consideration of 
other measures should that be nec
essary and appropriate, but before 
making a decision on that, I will dis
cuss the matter further with the dis
tinguished Republican leader. 

I just say to my colleague and friend 
from Maine, he expressed his high level 
of frustration. I just want to say to 
him I go through this on every bill. 

Mr. COHEN. The majority leader is 
paid more than I am. 

Mr. FORD. Not enough. 
Mr. MITCHELL. I think it is. 
And we simply have to do better. 
I hope we can do it in a way that has 

no party implications or no implica
tion on particular legislation. The fact 
of the matter is all Senators are very 
busy. All Senators have enormous time 
constraints on their schedules, and we 
want to accommodate that as much as 
possible. 

A good example is the point I made 
earlier about Senator STEVENS, along 
with Senator NUNN, and others travel
ing to Moscow on a very important 
mission. They were not here today. 
They were not shirking. They were ac
tually working on a very important 
task. 

We have to do the very best we can to 
accommodate them in those cir
cumstances and other important mat
ters. But we simply have to be able to 
function in a more timely and efficient 
way than we have, and it is a matter 
that I will take under consideration, 
and I invite any Senator who wishes to 
inform me of his or her views on the 
subject to do so in this process. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, if I could 
add a couple comments. 

First, I want to thank the majority 
leader for his kind words but also to re
affirm a very latter point that he 
made, namely, both parties do this. 

Members on both sides of the aisle 
have done this for years, and that is 
one of the reasons why it has taken so 
long to move virtually anything. 

As the majority leader pointed out, 
there is a reason for that rule, and that 
is to allow Members who otherwise 
might never have an opportunity to de
bate an issue to attach it to an unre
lated piece of legislation. 

But it seems to me we have to curb 
that appetite of ours for doing it as a 
matter of routine, either routine or 
seeking to score a political advantage. 
There is a time and place for that. 

We are going to have several very 
controversial measures come before 
this body in the very near future. Cam
paign finance is one. Striker replace
ment is another. There may be several 
other pieces of legislation-health care 
to be sure. And there is going to be 
long, extended debate. There may be 
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even filibusters on those measures. It 
may be that the minority feels com
pelled in order to hold back the tide of 
the majority vote on this to wage those 
kinds of extended debates or filibus
ters. 

It seems to me we have to exercise 
discretion when we can. When we have 
a bill that we all support, then we 
ought to be mature enough and willing 
enough to hold back on the tempta
tions to take advantage to score any 
points that we like to make. 

So I hope that we can accept it on 
that basis. I thank the Senators who 
did have amendments pending on both 
sides, not only on the Republican side 
but on the Democratic side as well, for 
withdrawing those amendments to 
allow us to proceed to what I believe 
will be the completion of this bill hope
fully by tomorrow evening, but if not, 
certainly by Friday. 

I yield the floor. 

MORNING BUSINESS 

NATIONAL TOURISM WEEK 
Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, as a 

member of the Senate Subcommittee 
on Foreign Commerce and Tourism and 
a member of the Senate Tourism Cau
cus, I invite my colleagues to join in 
recognizing National Tourism Week, 
May 2-8, 1993. The world's largest in
dustry , travel, and tourism, deserves 
our attention and our praise during 
this week-long celebration. 

The economic importance of travel 
and tourism in America is often over
looked. However, not only is tourism 
our Nation's largest export earner, but 
the travel and tourism industry also is 
the Nation's second largest employer. 
In fact, employment in the travel in
dustry has risen every year since 1958, 
despite periods of economic downturns. 
Further, the travel and tourism indus
try is America's third largest retail 
sales industry. 

The Tourism Policy and Export Pro
motion Act, enacted during the 102d 
Congress, established directives to 
build on the past success of the travel 
and tourism industry. It reauthorized 
the U.S. Travel and Tourism Adminis
tration [USTT A] and emphasized the 
importance of further developing and 
expanding tourism markets and mar
keting programs. Perhaps most impor
tant for my State of South Dakota, it 
created the Rural Tourism Develop
ment Foundation which will assist 
States in promoting rural America as a 
travel destination. 

Increased attention to rural tourism 
development can advance significantly 
America's travel and tourism industry. 
I am pleased to report that last week, 
the joint rural tourism development 
conferences of USTTA and the Na
tional Association of State Develop
ment Agencies [NASDA] were held in 

Rapid City, SD. More than 200 partici
pants from across the country attended 
the joint tourism conferences. Discus
sion topics ranged from tourism mar
keting to foreign visitors to promotion 
of minority business development. I 
ask unanimous consent that imme
diately following my remarks two arti
cles from the Rapid City Journal re
garding the joint tourism conferences 
be printed in the RECORD. 

Mr. President, I am proud of the on
going efforts by my fellow citizens of 
Sou th Dakota to develop and promote 
our State as a rural travel destination. 
Next week, the first Conference on 
Tourism for Indian Tribes will take 
place in Pierre, SD. Hosted by the 
Rosebud Sioux Tribe, the U.S. Small 
Business Administration, the Capital 
Ownership Development and Assistance 
Center, and the South Dakota Depart
ment of Tourism, the conference will 
address the development of cultural 
tourism opportunities. Promoting our 
Indian reservations through tourism 
development not only will increase na
tive American pride, but also boost 
local economies. 

Mr. President, the economic impor
tance of the travel and tourism indus
try merits increased national aware
ness. We must work to strengthen and 
build this vital sector of America's 
economy. In that spirit, efforts like 
National Tourism Week and greater 
promotion of tourism in rural America 
are essential to continue the economic 
success story of American tourism. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Rapid City (SD) Journal, Apr. 27, 

1993) 
SPEAKER: RURAL IS " IN" 

(By Dan Daly) 
People are looking for rural America, ac

cording to Derrick Allen Crandall. 
And a small community struggling 

through the booms and busts of agriculture , 
timber or mining can turn that urge into a 
more stable economy, added Crandall, presi
dent of the American Recreation Coalition. 

Speaking at a national rural tourism con
ference Monday in Rapid City, Crandall said 
80 percent of the U.S. population lives in 
cities, but only 15 percent do so by choice. 
Also, he noted that in several surveys, the 
No. 2 recreational pastime was " driving for 
pleasure," not far behind " walking for pleas
ure." 

Crandall was talking about the potential 
impact of various scenic byways programs in 
the United States. 

Perhaps the best local example of the sce
nic byways program is U.S. Highway 14A, 
which runs through Spearfish Canyon. 

"The interstate system does a good job, 
but people want to see something different," 
Crandall said. "We're looking for the roads 
of America. " 

Such designations can point travelers to
ward places they might not otherwise find, 
Crandall said. 

He believes the scenic byways will become 
the backbone of rural tourism, a resource on 
the scale of national forests and state parks. 

Other speakers on the first day of the con
ference told participants about niches such 

as ranching vacations and aid for rural areas 
that want to develop tourism. 

One tool is the U.S. Department of Agri
culture's "Our Town" community-based 
tourism development program. 

Despite its unwieldy title-the United 
States Travel and Tourism Administration 
(USTTA) Rural Tourism Development Con
ference and the National Association of 
State Development Agencies' (NASDA) Third 
Annual National Conference on Tourism De
velopment-the conference brought people 
from as far away as Hawaii, Alaska, Con
necticut and Florida. 

It spans four days at three local hotels and 
the Rushmore Plaza Civic Center. 

More than 200 people-representing 39 
states, the District of Columbia and even the 
World Tourism Organization based in 
Spain-were on hand for the three-day con
ference. 

Those attending represented federal agen
cies, state tourism and economic develop
ment bureaus and a variety of local and re
gional tourism industry groups. 

Small-group sessions dealt with topics 
such as tapping into global markets, train
ing and education, funding for rural tourism 
and organizing communities for tourism. 

Other sessions will cover heritage tourism, 
or marketing the history of a community, 
" eco-tourism," gaming, lodging taxes and 
minority business development. 

[From the Rapid City (SD) Journal, Apr. 29, 
1993) 

EUROPE WANTS WHAT MIDWEST HAS TO OFFER 

(By Debra Holland) 
What's hot in international tourism? Ev

erything South Dakota and surrounding 
states have to offer, says the director of an 
international tourism marketing firm. 

Charles Box, executive director of Rocky 
Mountain International of Cheyenne, Wyo., 
said people from Europe wanted wide open 
spaces or what he called "green destina
tions. " 

"They want the real American," he said. 
" And we've got a great product to sell. We 
don 't have to stretch it. " 

Matthew Cohn, director of tourism for 
Montana who spoke at the Rural Tourism 
Conference in Rapid City Wednesday, agreed. 

"We don't have the man-made attrac
tions," he said of Montana. " We have the 
God-made attractions." 

Many international travelers are choosing 
to use Rapid City instead of Denver as the 
hub for their vacation in the Middle West. 

"Rapid City has been the star in the inter
national market," Cohn said. 

From all indications, Rapid City hotels 
and motels will have from 3,000 to 5,000 new 
room rentals for one-night stays by inter
national visitors this year compared to last, 
he said. 

A new factor also may be bringing more 
international tourists to middle America: 
Crime and even murder in Florida may lead 
some visitors to choose a more safe vacation 
destination, Box said. 

"This didn't even exist as an issue until 
now," he said. " I don' t know if it is related, 
but bookings this year are better than ever." 

Rocky Mountain International is paid by 
the states of Wyoming, South Dakota, Mon
tana and Idaho to market them to potential 
tourists in Europe. 

If your state does not tap into the inter
national market, a neighboring state will, 
Laurie Green, director of sales for TW Rec
reational Services Inc. , at Yellowstone Na
tional Park, told those at the Rural Tourism 
Conference. 
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She said the international market could be 

lucrative. 
"They (international visitors) spend six 

times the amount of money as domestic 
travelers," she said. 

The international visitor likes and will 
travel during the " shoulder" seasons in the 
spring and fall. And they have longer vaca
tions-most get five to seven weeks a year. 

Green sees room for expanding the inter
national travel market to the south because 
of the recently passed Free Trade Agree
ment. 

REPORT ON THE UNITED STATES
CANADA FREE-TRADE AGREE
MENT-MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT-PM 19 
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be

fore the Senate the following message 
from the Presfdent of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred to the Com
mittee on Finance. 

To the Congress of the United States: 
Pursuant to section 304(f) of the 

United States-Canada Free-Trade 
Agreement Implementation Act of 1988 
(Public Law 100-449; 102 Stat. 1875), I 
am pleased to transmit the attached 
biennial report regarding the actions 
taken by the United States and Canada 
to implement the Free-Trade Agree
ment. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 5, 1993. 

NATIONAL SERVICE TRUST ACT 
AND STUDENT LOAN REFORM 
ACT-MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT-PM 20 
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be

fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred to the Com
mittee on Labor and Human Resources. 

To the Congress of the United States: 
I am pleased to transmit today for 

your immediate consideration and en
actment the "National Service Trust 
Act of 1993" and the "Student Loan Re
form Act of 1993." These Acts represent 
innovative public policy founded on 
traditional American values: offering 
educational opportunity, rewarding 
personal responsibility, and building 
the American community. In affirming 
these values, the Acts reject wasteful 
bureaucracy-instead reinventing gov
ernment to unleash the ideas and ini
tiative of the American people. Also 
transmitted is a section-by-section 
analysis. 

Throughout the Presidential cam
paign last year, Americans of all back
grounds and political persuasions re
sponded to national service like few 
other ideas. The reasons are clear. 
Higher education is fundamental to the 
American Dream, but complex proce
dures and inflexible repayment plans 
have created serious problems for 

many students with education loans to 
pay back. Defaults are too high today
and taxpayers are left to foot the bill. 
Americans are yearning to reaffirm an 
American community that transcends 
race, region, or religion-and to tackle 
the problems that threaten our shared 
future. 

The two Acts are designed to meet 
these basic American needs. The Na
tional Service Trust Act of 1993 estab
lishes a domestic Peace Corps, offering 
hundreds of thousands of young people 
the opportunity to pay for school by 
doing work our country needs. The 
Student Loan Reform Act of 1993 over
hauls the student loan system. 
Through a one-stop direct student loan 
program, the Act will save taxpayers 
billions of dollars, lower interest rates 
for students, and simplify the financial 
aid system. And through new EXCEL 
Accounts and other repayment options, 
the Act will offer borrowers greater 
choice and lower monthly payments 
while reducing the chance of defaults. 

The National Service Trust Act of 
1993 establishes a definition of national 
service that is clear but broad. Na
tional service is work that addresses 
unmet educational, environmental, 
human, or public safety needs. It en
riches the lives of those who serve, in
stilling the ethic of civic responsibility 
that is essential to our democracy. And 
national service does not displace or 
duplicate the functions of existing 
workers. 

Building on the National and Com
munity Service Act of 1990 and the 
flourishing community service pro
grams of nonprofit organizations and 
States, the initiative rejects bureauc
racy in favor of locally driven pro
grams. In the spirit of reinventing gov
ernment, the Act will empower those 
with the greatest expertise and incen
tives to make national service work. 

The Act enables citizens of all back
grounds to serve and use their edu
cational awards where they see fit. 
While many participants will be recent 
college graduates, Americans will be 
eligible to enter the program at any 
time in their adult lives. Both full
time and part-time service will be en
couraged. And whatever their edu
cation level, those who complete a 
term of service will receive an award of 
$5,000. The award will be payable to
ward past, present, or future edu
cational expenses in 4- and 2-year col
leges, training programs, and graduate 
and professional schools. 

The Act demands that programs 
meet tough guidelines for excellence 
and requires measurable performance 
goals and independent evaluations. 
Within these limits, however, the Act 
enables the people who run programs 
to design them. The smallest commu
nity-based organizations and largest 
Federal agencies will be able to com
pete for funding. A variety of program 
models will be eligible, ranging from 

youth corps that enable at-risk youth 
to meet community needs, to 
preprofessional programs that give col
lege students ROTC-like training and 
then placements in specific problem 
areas, to diverse community corps that 
involve Americans of all backgrounds 
in meeting common goals. 

With the economic market as a 
model, there is competition at every 
level of the system: programs compete 
for State approval, States compete for 
Federal approval, and programs at the 
national level compete against each 
other and States for Federal approval. 
To build public/private partnerships 
that earn support far beyond govern
ment, the Act requires programs to 
make a cash match and to increase non 
government support as time passes. 

The Act is designed to reduce waste 
and promote an entrepreneurial gov
ernment culture. The Act establishes a 
new Government Corporation for Na
tional Service that combines two exist
ing independent agencies, the Commis
sion on National and Community Serv
ice and ACTION. With flexible person
nel policies and a small, bipartisan 
board sharing power with a chair
person, the Corporation will operate as 
much like a lean nonprofit corporation 
as a Government agency. 

The State level will mirror the Fed
eral level and build a strong partner
ship between the two. Bipartisan State 
commissions on national service will 
be responsible for selecting programs 
to be funded by States. To ensure genu
ine Federal/State cooperation, a rep
resentative of the Corporation will sit 
o:ri State commissions and a represent
ative of the States on the Corporation 
Board. 

The National Service Trust Act of 
1993 encourages Americans to join to
gether and serve our country-at all 
ages and in all forms. The Act en
hances the Serve-America program for 
school-age youth; extends and im
proves the VISTA and Older Americans 
Volunteer Programs authorized under 
the Domestic Volunteer Service Act; 
supports the Civilian Community Corps 
and Points of Light Foundation; and 
pulls these efforts under the new Cor
poration. The Act will help instill an 
ethic of service in elementary and sec
ondary school students, encourage 
them to serve in their college years, 
and give them further opportunities 
later in their lives. 

The Student Loan Reform Act of 1993 
will take an important first step to
ward comprehensive reform of the stu
dent loan system. It saves money, 
makes loan repayment more afford
able, and holds students more account
able. The measures in no way replace 
the Pell Grant program, which will re
main the cornerstone of financial aid 
for millions of students. 

The Student Loan Reform Act of 1993 
replaces the current Federal Family 
Education Loan program with the Fed-
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eral Direct Student Loan Program over 
a 4-year period. By eliminating sub
sidies to private lenders and making 
loans directly to students, direct lend
ing will save taxpayers $4.3 billion 
through Fiscal Year 1998 and still allow 
interest rates to drop for student bor
rowers. Many schools will make loans 
directly to students on campus, though 
none will be forced to do so. In addi
tion, no institution will service or col
lect loans. This reform simplifies the 
system for many students, enabling 
most to receive all their aid through 
"one-stop shopping" at their institu
tions' financial aid offices. 

The lending reform expands choice 
and reduces burdens for all student 
borrowers by offering a variety of re
payment plans-including fixed, ex
tended, graduated, and income-contin
gent schedules. In the same way that 
multiple financing options help home
owners, these plans offer real choice to 
all and lower monthly payments to 
those who want them. Income-contin
gent repayments-through the new 
EXCEL Accounts-also encourage serv
ice by students who do not participate 
in service under the National Service 
Trust Act. With more manageable 
monthly payments, more students will 
be able to take jobs that pay less but 
do more for their communities, with
out risking default. And whatever plan 
they first choose, students will be able 
to change their repayment schedule as 
their circumstances change. 

The Student Loan Reform Act of 1993 
will also reduce default rates. By elect
ing income-contingent repayment 
schedules, students with lower incomes 
will be able to repay their loans on a 
manageable plan, without defaulting. 
Through cooperation with the IRS, the 
Act will improve collection and mon
itoring of student loans. And for those 
who are able to pay but do not, the Act 
will give the Secretary of Education 
authority to require payment on an in
come-contingent basis. 

Opportunity, responsibility, and com
munity go beyond politics. They are 
basic American ideals. Enactment of 
these two Acts will express the Na
tion's commitment to these ideals and 
to our shared future. I urge the Con
gress to give the legislation prompt 
and favorable consideration. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 5, 1993. 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 3 p.m., a message from the House 

of Representatives, delivered by Mr. 
Hays, one of it's reading clerks, an
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bills, in which it request the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 578. An Act to provide for recovery of 
costs of supervision and regulation of invest
ment advisers and their activities, and for 
other purposes. 

H.R. 616. An Act to amend the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934 to permit members of 

national securities exchanges to effect cer
tain transactions with respect to accounts 
for which such members exercise investment 
discretion. 

H.R. 791. An Act to designate the United 
States courthouse in Benton, Illinois, as the 
"James L. Foreman United States Court
house." 

H.R. 1303. An Act to designate the Federal 
Building and United States Courthouse lo
cated at 402 East State Street in Trenton, 
New Jersey, as the "Clarkson S. Fisher Fed
eral Building and United States Court
house." 

H.R. 1345. An Act to designate the Federal 
building located at 280 South First Street in 
San Jose, California, as the "Robert F. 
Peckham United States Courthouse and Fed
eral Building." 

H.R. 1346. An Act to designate the Federal 
building located on St. Croix, Virgin Islands, 
as the "Almeric L. Christian Federal Build
ing." 

H.R. 1513. An Act to designate the United 
States courthouse located at 10th and Main 
Streets in Richmond, Virginia, as the "Lewis 
F. Powell, Jr. United States Courthouse." 

The message also announced that the 
House has agreed to the following con
current resolutions, in which it re
quests the concurrence of the Senate: 

H. Con. Res. 71. Concurrent resolution au
thorizing the use of the Capitol grounds for 
the twelfth annual National Peace Officers' 
Memorial Service. 

H. Con. Res. 82. Concurrent resolution au
thorizing the use of the Capitol grounds for 
the Greater Washington Soap Box Derby. 

The message further announced that 
the House has passed the bill (S. 214) to 
authorize the construction of a memo
rial on Federal land in the District of 
Columbia or its environs to honor 
members of the Armed Forces who 
served in World War II and to com
memorate U.S. participation in that 
conflict, with an amendment, in which 
it requests the concurrence of the Sen
ate. 

At 5:56 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of it's reading clerks, an
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bill, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 995. An Act to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to improve reemployment 
rights and benefits of veterans and other 
benefits of employment of certain members 
of the uniformed services, and for other pur
poses. 

The message also announced that the 
House has agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the amendment of the Senate to the 
bill (H.R. 2) to establish national voter 
registration procedures for Federal 
elections, and for other purposes. 

MEASURES REFERRED 
The fallowing bills, were read the 

first and second times and ref erred as 
indicated: 

H.R. 791. An Act to designate the United 
States courthouse in Benton, Illinois, as the 

"James L. Foreman United States Court
house"; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 

H.R. 1303. An Act to designate the Federal 
building and United States Courthouse lo
cated at 402 East State Street in Trenton, 
New Jersey, as the "Clarkson S. Fisher Fed
eral Building and United States Court
house"; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 

H.R. 1345. An Act to designate the Federal 
building located at 280 South First Street in 
San Jose, California, as the "Robert F. 
Peckham United States Courthouse and Fed
eral Building"; to the Committee on Envi
ronment and Public Works. 

H.R. 1346. An Act to designate the Federal 
building located on St. Croix, Virgin Islands, 
as the "Almeric L. Christian Federal Build
ing"; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

H.R. 1513. An Act to designate the United 
States courthouse located at 10th and Main 
Streets in Richmond, Virginia, as the "Lewis 
F. Powell, Jr. United States Courthouse"; to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

H.R. 995. An Act to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to improve reemployment 
rights and benefits of veterans and other 
benefits of employment of certain members 
of the uniformed services, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Veterans' Af
fairs. 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc
uments, which were referred as indi
cated: 

EG-788. A communication from the Sec
retary of Agriculture. transmitting, pursu
ant to law, a report on Advisory and Assist
ance Services; to the Committee on Agri
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EG-789. A communication from the Chair
man of the Defense Base Closure and Re
alignment Commission, transmitting, pursu
ant to law, notice of documentation of cer
tified material relative to the Defense Logis
tics Agency; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

EG-790. A communication from the Acting 
Secretary of the Air Force, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report relative to unit 
cost on a major defense acquisition program; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

EG-791. A communication from the Chair
man of the Defense Base Closure and Re
alignment Commission, transmitting, pursu
ant to law, notice of documentation of cer
tified material relative to the Defense of the 
Navy; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

EG-792. A communication from the Presi
dent and Interim Chief Executive Officer, 
Thrift Depositor Protection Oversight Board, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on 
the activities and efforts of the Resolution 
Trust Corporation; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EG-793. A communication from the Deputy 
Associate Director for Compliance of the De
partment of the Interior, transmitting, pur
suant to law, a report relative to refunds of 
offshore lease revenues; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

EG-794. A communication from the Deputy 
Associate Director for Compliance of the De
partment of the Interior, transmitting, pur
suant to law, a report relative to the refund 



May 5, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 9303 
of offshore lease revenues; to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources. 

EC-795. A communication from the Acting 
Director of the Department of the Interior, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report 
relative to lease sales on the Outer Continen
tal Shelf for fiscal year 1990; to the Commit
tee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

EC-796. A communication from the Sec
retary of Energy, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to programs supported 
under the Renewable Energy and Energy Ef
ficiency Technology Competitiveness Act of 
1989; to the Committee on Energy and Natu
ral Resources. 

EC-797. A communication from the Sec
retary of Energy, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to the implementation 
of Alaska Federal-Civilian Energy Efficiency 
Swap Act of 1980; to the Committee on En
ergy and Natural Resources. 

EC-798. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Res
toration and Waste Management of the De
partment of Energy, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report relative to a study of pluto
nium casks; to the Committee on Environ
ment and Public Works. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. DECONCINI, from the Select Com

mittee on Intelligence, without amendment: 
S. 647. A bill to assist in the effective man

agement of the civilian work force of the 
Central Intelligence Agency, and for other 
purposes (Rept. No. 103--43). 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive reports of 
committee were submitted: 

EY Mr. JOHNSTON, from the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources: 

Leslie M. Turner, of New Jersey, to be an 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 

Elizabeth Ann Reike, of Arizona, to be an 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 

Robert Armstrong, of Texas, to be an As
sistant Secretary of the Interior; 

Bonnie R. Cohen, of Massachusetts, to be 
an Assistant Secretary of the Interior; and 

Jim Baca, of New Mexico, to be Director of 
the Bureau of Land Management. 

(The above nominations were re
ported with the recommendation that 
they be confirmed, subject to the nomi
nees' commitment to respond to re
quests to appear and testify before any 
duly constituted committee of the Sen
ate.) 

By Mr. RIEGLE, from the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs: 

Roberta Achtenberg, of California, to be an 
Assistant Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development. 

Nicolas P. Retsinas, of Rhode Island, to be 
an Assistant Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development. 

(The above nominations were re
ported with the recommendation that 
they be confirmed, subject to the nomi
nees' commitment to respond to re
quests to appear and testify before any 
duly constituted committee of the Sen
ate.) 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. INOUYE: 
S. 888. A bill to authorize a certificate of 

documentation and a coastwise and fishery 
endorsement for the vessel Reel Class ; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

S. 889. A bill to authorize the certificate of 
documentation for the vessel Da Warrior 
(State of Hawaii registration number HA 161 
CP) to be endorsed with a fishery endorse
ment; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. CRAIG: 
S. 890. A bill for the relief of Matt Clawson; 

to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
S . 891. A bill to require the establishment 

of a Federal system for the purpose of con
ducting background checks to prevent the 
employment of child abusers by child care 
providers, to establish a Federal point-of
purchase background check system for 
screening prohibited firearms purchasers, to 
provide accurate and immediately accessible 
records for law enforcement purposes, to as
sist in the identification and apprehension of 
violent felons, and to assist the courts in de
termining appropriate bail and sentencing 
decisions; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

By Mr. CHAFEE (for himself and Mr. 
PELL): 

S. 892. A bill to prohibit the manufacture , 
importation, exportation, sale, purchase , 
transfer, receipt , possession, or transpor
tation of handguns and handgun ammuni
tion, with certain exceptions; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ROTH: 
S . 893. A bill to provide television broad

cast time without charge to Senate can
didates, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor
tation. 

By Mr. BAUCUS: 
S . 894. A bill to amend the Internal Reve

nue Code of 1986 to deny the benefits of cer
tain export subsidies in the case of exports of 
certain unprocessed timber; to the Commit
tee on Finance. 

By Mr. PRYOR (for himself, Mr. DAN
FORTH, Mr. BOREN, and Mr. JOHN
STON): 

S. 895. A bill to amend the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1986 with respect to the treat
ment of the rehabilitation credit under the 
passive activity limitation and the alter
native minimum tax; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. METZENBAUM (for himself 
and Mr. JEFFORDS): 

S. 896. A bill to amend the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act of 1976 to pro
mote ecologically healthy and biologically 
diverse ecosystems on rangelands used for 
domestic livestock grazing, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

By Mr. BINGAMAN: 
S. 897. A bill to authorize a project to dem

onstrate the feasibility of voting by tele
phone; to the Committee on Rules and Ad
ministration. 

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, Mr. 
SIMON, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. HARKIN, 
Mr. INOUYE, Mr. KERREY, Mr. LEAHY, 
Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. METZENBAUM, 
Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. MITCHELL, Ms. 

MOSELEY-BRAUN, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mrs. 
MURRAY, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. SAR
BANES, and Mr. WELLSTONE): 

S. 898. A bill to provide for the admission 
of the State of New Columbia into the Union; 
to the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. DANFORTH (for himself, Mr. 
COHEN, and Mr. BRADLEY): 

S. 899. A bill to require the Attorney Gen
eral to prepare an evaluation and report on 
potential problem officer early warning pro
grams and to develop a model potential prob
lem officer early warning program, and to 
express the sense of the Congress that the 
Attorney General, under existing authori
ties , should provide assistance to local juris
dictions in establishing procedures to iden
tify and provide guidance to police officers 
who demonstrate the potentiality of having 
difficulty dealing with members of the public 
on a consistent basis; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary . 

By Mr. MACK (for himself, Mr. HELMS, 
and Mr. SMITH): 

S. 900. A bill to designate a route as the 
"POW/MIA Memorial Highway", and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Envi
ronment and Public Works. 

By Mr. THURMOND: 
S. 901. A bill to extend the temporary sus

pension of duty on Paramine Acid; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

S. 902. A bill to extend the temporary sus
pension of duty on Trimethyl Base; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

S. 903. A bill to extend the temporary sus
pension of duty on Anthraquinone; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

S. 904. A bill to suspend temporarily the 
duty on 1,8-Dihyroxynaphthalene-3, 6-
disulfonic acid; to the Committee on Fi
nance. 

S. 905. A bill to suspend temporarily the 
duty on C.I. Reactive Blue 224; to the Com
mittee on Finance. 

S. 906. A bill to extend the temporary sus
pension of duty on naphthalic acid anhy
dride; to the Committee on Finance. 

S. 907. A bill to make the temporary sus
pension of duty on menthol feedstocks per
manent; to the Committee on Finance. 

S. 908. A bill to suspend temporarily the 
duty on dimethyl succinyl succinate; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

S. 909. A bill to suspend temporarily the 
duty on Resolin Red F3BS components I and 
II; to the Committee on Finance. 

S . 910. A bill to temporarily suspend the 
duty on 2-(4-Aminophenyl)-6-methyl
benzothiazole-7-sulfonic acid); to the Com
mittee on Finance. 

S . 911. A bill to suspend temporarily the 
duty on basic blue 147; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

S. 912. A bill to temporarily suspend the 
duty on lauryllactam; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. INOUYE: 
S. 888. A bill to authorize a certifi

cate of documentation and a coastwise 
and fishery endorsement for the vessel 
Reel Class; to the Cammi ttee on Com
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

REEL CLASS ACT OF 1993 

• Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I am in
troducing a bill to direct that the ves
sel Reel Class, Hawaii hull number HA 
6566E, be accorded coastwise trading 
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privileges and be issued coastwise en
dorsements under 46 U.S.C. 12106, 12107, 
and 12108. 

The Reel Class was constructed in 
Florida and is currently classified as a 
recreational vessel. It is 33 feet in 
length, 13 feet in breadth, and has a 
depth of 3 feet. The vessel was pur
chased by Floyd Fuller, who intended 
to employ it in a charter fishing busi
ness. However, previous ownership of 
the vessel by a foreign national has re
sulted in the owner not being able to 
meet certain vessel documentation 
laws. The owner of the Reel Class is 
seeking a waiver of the existing law be
cause he wishes to use the vessel for 
small fishing charters. His desired in
tentions for the vessel's use will not 
adversely affect the coastwise trade in 
U.S. waters. If he is granted this waiv
er, it is his intention to comply fully 
with U.S. documentation and safety re
quirements. The purpose of the legisla
tion I am introducing is to allow the 
Reel Class to engage in the coastwise 
trade and the fisheries of the United 
States.• 

By Mr. INOUYE: 
S. 889. A bill to authorize the certifi

cate of documentation for the vessel 
Da Warrior (State of Hawaii registra
tion number HA 161 CP) to be endorsed 
with a fishery endorsement; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

DA WARRIOR ACT OF 1993 

• Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I am in
troducing a bill to direct that the ves
sel Da Warrior, Hawaii hull number HA 
161 CP, be accorded coastwise trading 
privileges and be issued a coastwise 
and fisheries endorsement under 46 
u.s.c. 12108. 

The vessel Da Warrior was previously 
. granted a coastwise endorsement relat
ing to 46 U.S.C. 12106 and 12107 in Pub
lic Law 101-225. However, the owner 
wishes to use the vessel for small fish
ing charters. An additional waiver re
lating fisheries, section 12108, is nec
essary to allow a charter fishing busi
ness. His desired intentions for the ves
sel's use will not adversely affect the 
coastwise trade in U.S. waters. If he is 
granted this waiver, it is his intention 
to comply fully with U.S. documenta
tion and safety requirements. The pur
pose of the legislation I am introducing 
is to allow the vessel Da Warrior to en
gage in the coastwise trade and the 
fisheries of the United States.• 

By Mr. CRAIG: 
S. 891. A bill to require the establish

ment of a Federal system for the pur
pose of conducting background checks 
to prevent the employment of child 
abusers by child care providers, to es
tablish a Federal point-of-purchase 
background check system for screening 
prohibited firearms purchasers, to pro
vide accurate and immediately acces
sible records for law enforcement pur-

poses, to assist in the identification 
and apprehension of violent felons, and 
to assist the courts in determining ap
propriate bail and sentencing decisions; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

FEDERAL CRIMINAL RECORDS IDENTIFICATION 
ACT 

• Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, most of 
our colleagues are probably familiar 
with the concept of an instant back
ground check system for criminal 
records. Some may even take it for 
granted that law enforcement will be 
able to use the computer networks and 
communications technology that make 
it possible for a merchant to clear a 
credit card purchase on the spot, or 
allow an individual to search through 
tens of thousands of records in the 
blink of an eye. It's generally under
stood we may someday have a system 
in place that would use these techno
logical advances to allow the imme
diate accessing of all State and Federal 
criminal records. And there's general 
agreement that such a system would ba 
of great benefit to local, State, and 
Federal law enforcement agencies. 

What may surprise many, however, is 
how close we are to that day. I've 
heard some of my colleagues estimate 
it would still take many years and bil
lions of dollars to put such a system in 
place. 

Actually, Mr. President, I'm con
vinced we can do it in considerably 
shorter time than that-probably no 
more than a year-and for considerably 
less money. And today I am introduc
ing legislation to take the final, small 
step still needed to put this system in 
place. 

The Federal Criminal Records Identi
fication Act of 1993 would assist in the 
creation of a nationally accessible and 
accurate database on criminal offend
ers. It would enable identification of 
persons for whom there are outstand
ing arrest warrants so that law en
forcement may be protected in the 
field and may apprehend fugitives from 
justice. It would enable the screening 
of prospective handgun purchasers to 
prevent those prohibited by chapter 44, 
title 18, United States Code from pur
chasing handguns from licensed deal
ers. By establishing a uniform Federal 
framework, it would ensure that States 
which conduct background checks for 
child care providers are able to obtain 
access to accurate and complete crimi
nal history information from across 
the Nation. It would enable the courts 
to have ready access to criminal his
tory background information to aid in 
establishing appropriate bail for de
fendants and sentences on persons con
victed of serious crimes. 

There are additional strategic bene
fits for law enforcement, as well. This 
legislation would permit the imme
diate review of criminal records by of
ficers in the field, protecting their 
safety and improving their responses to 
crime. It would enable cross-compari-

sons of homicides, acts of violence or 
criminal activity, helping to trace pat
terns of serial offenders. It would gen
erally improve information concerning 
criminal trends and behavior, allowing 
a more effective law enforcement re
sponse to protect the public. 

The key to putting this system in 
place swiftly is the use of a master 
name index, which directs the system 
to the full criminal history record of 
an individual. This enables immediate 
access to the full record whether the 
record itself is automated or not. Al
though instantaneous electronic access 
to criminal records is being used today 
in only five States to screen handgun 
purchasers and other States to screen 
child care personnel, at least 39 
States-which account for more than 
80 percent of all criminal records-have 
a fully automated master name index. 
Even in States where the records are 
not fully automated, immediate na
tional accessibility is available 
through the name index. Furthermore, 
Justice Department research indicates 
that 80 percent or more of the current 
national criminal records for dan
gerous criminals committing offenses 
the last 5 years are in automated form. 

The Federal Criminal Records Identi
fication Act of 1993 uses the concept of 
a name index and builds on the 
progress already being made in many 
States toward automating these 
records. The bill would set up a State
by-State, telephone accessible screen
ing system. It provides funding-much 
of it self-sustaining and based on user 
fees, to allow the system to pay for it
self. 

Since I will be providing both the bill 
and a summary of its provisions for the 
RECORD, I will not go into all the de
tails of the legislation at this time. 
However, I would like to point out that 
the bill provides specific guidelines and 
prohibitions for two of the potential 
uses of this system: Screening criminal 
records that relate to handgun pur
chasers and child care providers. The 
bill is specific in these two areas to en
sure that the system is responsive to 
legitimate law enforcement purposes 
but prevents abuses that could inter
fere with the rights of law-abiding citi
zens. 

I know many in this body may recall 
previous Senate debates involving the 
idea of an instant background check. 
Some of our colleagues may have voted 
for the amendment offered in 1991 by 
the Senator from Alaska [Mr. STE
VENS], which reforms the basis for-and 
a good portion of-this bill. But wheth
er you are a Senator who supported it 
or opposed it or has never heard of it, 
you ought to be able to support this 
bill. There are no political bogeymen 
here, ladies and gentlemen. If you sup
port law enforcement, I hope you will 
review this bill and decide to join me 
as a cosponsor. 
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I ask unanimous consent to insert at 

this point a summary of the bill and a 
copy of its text. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 891 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Federal 
Criminal Records Identification Act of 1993". 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that-
(1) the technological capability exists to 

identify violent felons, convicted child abus
ers, and other predatory criminals through 
existing criminal justice records; 

(2) advances in electronic communication 
and data compilation make it possible to 
check criminal history records instanta
neously to identify child abusers who seek 
employment or access to child care facili
ties, felons who attempt to purchase hand
guns, fugitives for whom arrest warrants 
exist. and convicted persons prior to sentenc
ing by courts of justice; 

(3) five States are currently demonstrating 
the practicability of instantaneous elec
tronic screening of handgun purchasers, and 
other States are demonstrating the prac
ticability of electronic screening of child 
care personnel; 

(4) the vast majority of serious criminal 
career activity occurs between the ages of 18 
and 30; Justice Department research indi
cates that 80 percent or more of the current 
nationwide criminal records for dangerous 
criminals committing offenses the last 5 
years are in automated form allowing a via
ble instant check system to be implemented 
immediately; 

(5) a key element in operating the point-of
purchase sale system is a master name 
index, whether automated or manual, which 
directs the system to the full criminal his
tory record of an individual; Department of 
Justice research indicates that such infor
mation is currently 100 percent available in 
44 or more States; 

(6) continuing Department of Justice ini
tiatives for improving criminal history 
records have directed State remedial efforts 
toward automating criminal records in re
verse chronological order. focusing on per
sons with a record of criminal activity with
in the last 5 years; 

(7) at least 39 States, which account for 
more than 80 percent of all criminal records, 
have a fully automated master name index; 
even in States where the records are not 
fully automated, immediate national acces
sibility is available through the name index 
in virtually all cases; 

(8) thirty-two States with fully automated 
criminal histories include final results or 
have disposition rates of criminal charges at 
rates that equal or surpass those available in 
Florida and Virginia, both of which States 
successfully operate instant background 
screening systems on firearms purchasers; 

(9) in each of the 5 States currently using 
instant · background check systems for fire
arms purchases. the time between the enact
ment of the legislation establishing the sys
tems and the actual online usage was less 
than 1 year; in 4 of those States, the online 
implementation of the system required be
tween 6 and 9 months; 

(10) as a result of earmarking 5 percent of 
funds available under the Omnibus Crime 
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, an addi-

tional $20,000,000 was provided to the States 
in 1992 for the purpose of developing and im
proving access to automated criminal his
tory records; 

(11) over 1,000,000 people are currently in
carcerated in the United States. and more 
than 3,000,000 people are on probation or pa
role; 

(12) instant retrieval of accurate criminal 
records greatly enhances the ability of law 
enforcement officers in the field to identify 
dangerous suspects and enables courts of jus
tice to make informed decisions for condi
tions of release and imposition of sentence; 

(13) preschool and adolescent child care 
education programs have upwards of 
50,000,000 children enrolled; more than 
6,000,000 children receive some form of out
of-home care, and the number of children en
rolled in day care is projected to increase 
substantially over the next decade; 

(14) child abuse is an extremely serious na
tional problem; it is estimated that each 
year over 500,000 children are victims; the 
emotional and psychological consequences of 
abuse are devastating, not only to the vic
tim, but to the family and friends of the 
child; child abuse undermines public con
fidence in the individuals and systems which 
provide care, education, supervision, or 
recreation for our children; 

(15) predatory child molesters commit sex
ual crimes against a staggering number of 
children, and are similar to the serial killers 
in their commitment to perpetrating num
bers of heinous crimes; 

(16) there is an extremely high rate of re
cidivism among child sex abusers; even when 
they are apprehended and punished, the lack 
of adequate detection and monitoring of sex
ual predators who migrate from State to 
State poses a particularly sinister threat to 
children; 

(17) at least 22 States currently require a 
criminal history check or permit access to 
criminal information systems to screen peo
ple who will have substantial contact with 
children, and a number of States are consid
ering initiatives to develop systems for 
screening child care providers; 

(18) the States are severely hampered in 
their ability to protect children from child 
abuse outside the home because of the in
completeness and inaccessibility of the na
tional criminal history records necessary for 
screening child care providers for a history 
of child abuse crimes; 

(19) screening the background of a poten
tial child care provider for a history of child 
abuse crimes, the overwhelming majority of 
whom are caring and professional individ
uals, does not violate the individual's rights, 
nor does instant background screening of 
prospective handgun purchasers, virtually 
all of whom are law-abiding citizens, violate 
their individual rights under the Second and 
Fourteenth Amendments to the United 
States Constitution to keep and bear arms; 
and 

(20) the creation of a nationally accessible 
and accurate database on criminal offenders 
will yield general benefits to law enforce
ment authorities by-

(A) permitting the immediate review of ac
curate criminal records by officers in the 
field, thus protecting their safety and im
proving their response to crime; 

(B) enabling cross-comparisons of homi
cides, acts of violence, and criminal activity, 
thus assisting discovery of patterns of serial 
murderers, gang migrations, or other con
certed criminal activities; and 

(C) generally improving information with 
regard to criminal trends and behavior, thus 

allowing a more effective law enforcement 
response to protect the public. 

(b) PURPOSES.-The purposes of this Act 
are-

(1) to create a Federal instant background 
check system to-

(A) identify persons for whom there are 
outstanding arrest warrants so that law en
forcement officers may be protected in the 
field and may apprehend fugitives from jus
tice; 

(B) screen prospective handgun purchasers 
to prevent persons who are prohibited by 
chapter 44 of title 18, United States Code , 
from purchasing handguns from licensed 
dealers; 

(C) establish a uniform Federal framework 
to ensure that States that conduct back
ground checks for child care providers are 
able to obtain access to accurate and com
plete criminal history information from 
across the Nation; and 

(D) enable the courts to have ready access 
to criminal history background information 
to aid in establishing appropriate bail for de
fendants and to aid in imposing sentences on 
persons convicted of serious crimes; 

(2) to provide the resources for each State 
to implement a computerized criminal 
records system that incorporates, on a con
tinuing basis, the records of crimes commit
ted by persons with a record of criminal ac
tivity dating back at least a decade; 

(3) to provide a continuing funding mecha
nism to ensure the long-term viability of the 
system; 

(4) to require the Attorney General to de
velop regulations implementing national 
uniform guidelines to allow States to deter
mine if a person who seeks employment as a 
child care provider should be prohibited be
cause of past criminal activity in another 
State; 

(5) to determine and to report on the status 
of State criminal history records systems, 
and determine what needs to be done by each 
State to implement an effective instant 
background check system; 

(6) to determine the means by which a fed
erally accessible network of criminal history 
records can be accessed by the States; 

(7) to provide the means of communication 
to allow law enforcement authorities and the 
courts to function more efficiently and effec
tively in carrying out their duty to preserve 
public order and protect the citizenry; and 

(8) to provide for the privacy and to pro
tect the rights of the persons who will be 
screened by the system. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act-
"authorized agency" means a division or 

office of a State designated by a State to re
port, receive, or disseminate information 
under this Act. 

"background check crime" means-
(A) for the purpose of screening child care 

providers, a child abuse crime, murder, man
slaughter, aggravated assault, kidnapping, 
arson, sexual assault, domestic violence, in
cest, indecent exposure, prostitution, pro
motion of prostitution, and a felony offense 
involving the use or distribution of a con
trolled substance; and 

(B) for the purpose of screening handgun 
purchasers, a crime punishable by imprison
ment for a term exceeding 1 year within the 
meaning of section 921(a)(20) of title 18, Unit
ed States Code. 

"child" means a person who is a child for 
purposes of the criminal child abuse law of a 
State. 

" child abuse" means physical or mental in
jury, sexual abuse or exploitation, neglectful 
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treatment, negligent treatment, or maltreat
ment of a child by a person in violation of 
the criminal child abuse laws of a State. 

"child abuse crime" means a crime com
mitted under a law of a State that estab
lishes criminal penalties for the commission 
of child abuse by a parent or other family 
member of a child or by any other person. 

"child abuse crime information" means 
the following facts concerning a person who 
is under indictment for, or has been con
victed of, a child abuse crime: full name, so
cial security number, race, date of birth, a 
brief description of the child abuse crime or 
offenses for which the person is under indict
ment or has been convicted, and any other 
information that the Attorney General de
termines may be useful in identifying per
sons under indictment for, or convicted of, a 
child abuse crime. 

"child care" means the provision of care, 
treatment, education, training, instruction, 
supervision, or recreation to children. 

"domestic violence" means a felony or 
misdemeanor involving the use or threatened 
use of force by-

(A) a present or former spouse of the vic
tim; 

(B) a person with whom the victim shares 
a child in common; 

(C) a person who is cohabiting with or has 
cohabited with the victim as a spouse; or 

(D) any person defined as a spouse of the 
victim under the domestic or family violence 
laws of a State. 

"exploitation" means child pornography 
and child prostitution. 

"handgun" has the meaning stated in 
921(a) of title 18, United States Code. 

"licensee" means an importer, manufac
turer, or dealer (as defined in section 921(a) 
of title 18, United States Code) that is li
censed under section 923 of title 18, United 
States Code. 

"mental injury" means harm to a child's 
psychological or intellectual functioning, 
which may be exhibited by severe anxiety, 
depression, withdrawal or outward aggres
sive behavior, or a combination of those be
haviors or by a change in behavior, emo
tional response, or cognition. 

"negligent treatment" means the failure 
to provide, for a reason other than poverty, 
adequate food, clothing, shelter, or medical 
care so as to seriously endanger the physical 
health of a child. 

"physical injury" includes lacerations, 
fractured bones, burns, internal injuries, se
vere bruising, and serious bodily harm. 

''provider'' means--
(A) a person who-
(i) is employed by a qualified entity; 
(ii) who owns or operates a qualified en

tity; or 
(iii) who has or may have unsupervised ac

cess to a child to whom the qualified entity 
provides child care; and 

(B) a person who-
(i) seeks to be employed by a qualified en

tity; or 
(ii) seeks to own or operate a qualified en

tity. 
"qualified entity" means a public or pri

vate business or organization that provides 
child care or child care placement services, 
including a business or organization that li
censes or certifies others to provide child 
care or child care placement services. 

"sex crime" means an act of sexual abuse 
that is a criminal act. 

"sexual abuse" includes the employment, 
use, persuasion, inducement, enticement, or 
coercion of a child to engage in, or assist an
other person to engage in, sexually explicit 

conduct or the rape, molestation, prostitu
tion, or other form of sexual exploitation of 
children or incest with children. 

"State" means a State, the District of Co
lumbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, 
American Samoa, the Virgin Islands, Guam, 
and the Trust Territories of the Pacific. 
SEC. 4. STATE INSTANf CRIMINAL CHECK SYS· 

TEMS FOR HANDGUN PURCHASES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Not later than the date 

that is 12 months after the date of enact
ment of this Act, each State shall establish 
and maintain a system that, on receipt of an 
inquiry from a licensee pursuant to section 
922(s)(l) of title 18, United States Code, im
mediately researches the criminal history of 
a prospective handgun transferee, advises 
the licensee whether its records demonstrate 
that such transferee is prohibited from re
ceiving a handgun by reason of section 922 
(g) or (n) ·or title 18, United States Code, and, 
if such transferee is not so prohibited, pro
vides the licensee a unique identification 
number with respect to the transfer. 

(b) ADDITIONAL REQUffiEMENTS.-A State 
instant criminal check system shall-

(1) provide for the privacy and security of 
the information contained in the system to 
an extent equal, at a minimum, to the pro
tections and remedies provided in section 
552a(g) of title 5, United States Code; 

(2) ensure that information conveyed to 
the system by a licensee pursuant to section 
922(s)(l) of title 18, United States Code, is not 
retained in any form whatsoever, is not con
veyed to any person except a person who has 
a need to know to carry out the purpose of 
that section, and is not used for any purpose 
other than to carry out that section; and 

(3) provide to a prospective handgun trans
feree who is denied receipt of a handgun on 
the basis of information provided by the sys
tem a procedure for the correction of erro
neous information as otherwise set forth in 
this Act. 

(c) PROHIBITIONS ON USES OF INFORMA
TION.-

(1) RECORDATION BY THE GOVERNMENT.-No 
record or portion thereof generated by an in
quiry concerning or a search of the criminal 
history of a prospective transferee under a 
State instant criminal check system estab
lished under subsection (a) shall be recorded 
at or transferred to a facility owned, man
aged, or controlled by the United States or 
any State or political subdivision thereof. 

(2) REGISTRATION OF OWNERSHIP.-Neither 
the United States, a State, or any political 
subdivision thereof shall use information 
provided by a licensee pursuant to a State 
instant criminal check system established 
under subsection (a) to establish any system 
for the registration of handguns, handgun 
owners, or handgun transactions or disposi
tions, except with respect to persons who are 
prohibited from receiving a handgun by sec
tion 922 (g) or (n) of title 18, United States 
Code. 
SEC. 5. AMENDMENT OF CHAPTER 44 OF TITLE 18, 

UNITED STATES CODE. 
(a) DEFINITIONS.-Section 921(a) of title 18, 

United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following new paragraph: 

"(29) The term 'handgun' mean&-
"(A) a firearm (other than a firearm that is 

a curio or relic under criteria established by 
the Secretary by regulation) that has a short 
stock and is designed to be held and fired by 
the use of a single hand; and 

"(B) any combination of parts designed and 
intended to be assembled into such a firearm 
and from which such a firearm can be readily 
assembled.". 

(b) IDENTIFICATION PROCEDURE.-Section 
922 of title 18, United States Code, is amend-

ed by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

"(s)(l) Upon a State instant criminal check 
system becoming operational pursuant to 
the Federal Criminal Records Identification 
Act of 1993, and notice by an appropriate 
State official by certified mail to each li
censee in the State that such system is oper
ational, a licensed importer, licensed manu
facturer, or licensed dealer shall not know
ingly transfer a handgun from the business 
inventory of such licensee to any other per
son who is not licensed under this chapter 
before the completion of the transfer unless 
the licensee contacts the State instant 
criminal check system-

(b) IDENTIFICATION PROCEDURE.-Section 
922 of title 18, United States Code, is amend
ed by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

"(A) the State system notifies the licensee 
that the system has not located any record 
that demonstrates that the receipt of a 
handgun by such other person would violate 
section 922 (g) or (n); or 

"(B) at least 8 hours have elapsed since the 
licensee first contacted the system with re
spect to the transfer, and the system has not 
notified the licensee that the information 
available to the system demonstrates that 
the receipt of a handgun by the person would 
violate section 922 (g) or (n). 

"(2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply to a 
handgun transfer between a licensee and an

. other person if-
"(A) the other person presents to the li

censee a valid permit or license issued by the 
State or a political subdivision of the State 
in which the transfer is to occur that author
izes the person to purchase, possess, or carry 
a firearm; 

"(B) the Secretary has, under section 5812 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, ap
proved the transfer; 

"(C) the ability of the licensee to exchange 
information with the system described in 
paragraph (1) is impaired for a period of more 
than 8 hours due to natural or human disas
ter, insurrection, riot, hurricane, other act 
of God, or other circumstance beyond the 
control of the licensee; or 

"(D) on application of the licensee, the 
State instant criminal check system has cer
tified that compliance with paragraph (l)(A) 
is impracticable because of the inability of 
the licensee to communicate with the sys
tem due to the remote location of the li
censed premises. 

"(3) If the State instant criminal check 
system notifies the licensee that the infor
mation available to the system does not 
demonstrate that the receipt of a handgun 
by the person would violate section 922 (g) or 
(n), and the licensee transfers a handgun to 
the person, the licensee shall include in the 
record of the transfer the unique identifica
tion number provided by the system with re
spect to the transfer. 

"(4)(A) If the licensee knowingly transfers 
a handgun to a person and willfully fails to 
comply with paragraph (1) with respect to 
the transfer and, at the time of the transfer, 
the State instant criminal check system was 
operating and information was available to 
the system demonstrating that receipt of a 
handgun by the person would violate section 
922 (g) or (n), the Secretary may, after notice 
and opportunity for a hearing, suspend for 
not more than 12 months or revoke any li
cense issued to the licensee under this sec
tion, and may impose on the licensee a civil 
fine of not more than $10,000. 

"(B) Any action by the Secretary under 
subparagraph (A) shall be subject to the pro-
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cedures and remedies provided in section 923 
(e) and (f). 

"(5) A State employee responsible for pro
viding information through a State instant 
criminal check system shall not be liable in 
an action at law for damages for failure to 
prevent the sale or transfer of a handgun to 
a person whose receipt or possession of a 
handgun is unlawful under this section. 

"(6) Notwithstanding any law, rule, or reg
ulation of a State or political subdivision of 
a State that requires a waiting period prior 
to the receipt or sale of a handgun, after a 
State instant criminal check system has 
been placed in operation, a licensee may 
transfer, and a person may receive, a hand
gun immediately upon notification of the li
censee pursuant to subparagraph (l)(A). No 
permit or license shall be required by any 
State or political subdivision of a State for 
such transfer or receipt.". 

(c) PENALTY.-Section 924(a) of title 18, 
United States qode, is amended-

(1) in paragraph (1) by striking "(2) or (3)" 
and inserting "(2), (3), (4), or (5)"; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

"(5) A person who willfully violates section 
922(s) shall be fined not more than $2,000, im
prisoned not more than 1 year, or both.". 
SEC. 6. ESTABLISHMENT AND OPERATION OF 

CRIMINAL IIlSTORY SYSTEM. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF THE SYSTEM.-Each 

State shall establish a system accessible by 
telephone, and may establish other elec
tronic means in addition to telephonic com
munication, that any licensee, provider, law 
enforcement officer, or court of law may 
contact ror criminal history information. In
formation available to a licensee shall be 
limited to information concerning a back
ground check crime or other information 
concerning whether receipt of a handgun by 
a prospective transferee would violate sec
tion 922 (g) or (n) of title 18, United States 
Code. Information available to a provider 
shall be limited to a background check 
crime. Information available to law enforce
ment officers and to courts of law shall in
clude information concerning any arrest or 
conviction for any crime. 

(b) CONTINUOUS OPERATION.-Each State 
shall take such steps as are necessary to en
sure that the system operates continuously 
and without closing, at all times and days of 
each year for purposes of inquiries from law 
enforcement officers, licensees, and courts. 
SEC. 7. OPERATION OF SYSTEM FOR PURPOSE OF 

SCREENING HANDGUN PUR-
CHASERS. 

(a) ACCURACY OF RESPONSES.-Each State 
shall take such steps · as are necessary to en
sure that not more than 2 percent of initial 
telephone responses of the system contain 
erroneous determinations that receipt of a 
handgun by a prospective handgun transferee 
would violate section 922 (g) or (n) of title 18, 
United States Code. 

(b) NOTIFICATION OF LICENSEES.-On estab
lishment of a system under this section, each 
respective State shall notify the Secretary 
of the Treasury, and the Secretary shall no
tify each licensee of the existence and pur
pose of the system and the telephone number 
and other electronic means that may be used 
to contact the system. 

(C) OPERATION OF THE SYSTEM.-
(1) REQUIREMENTS FOR PROVISION OF INFOR

MATION .-The system established under this 
section shall not provide information to any 
person who places a telephone call to the 
system with respect to a person unless--

(A) the system verifies that the caller is a 
licensee; and 

(B) the licensee-
(i) states that a person seeks to purchase a 

handgun from the licensee; and 
(ii) provides the name, birth date, and so

cial security number (or if the transferee 
does not have a social security number, 
other identifying information about the pro
posed transferee as required to make a valid 
identification). 

(2) INFORMATION TO BE PROVIDED.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-If the system receives a 

telephone call with respect to the transfer of 
a handgun to a person and the requirements 
of paragraph (1) are met, the system shall, in 
accordance with subparagraph (B)-

(i) if the receipt of a handgun by the person 
would violate section 922 (g) or (n) of title 18, 
United States Code, inform the licensee that 
the transfer is disapproved; and 

(ii) if such a receipt would not violate sec
tion 922 (g) or (h) of title 18, United States 
Code-

(!) assign a unique identification number 
to the transfer; 

(II) provide the licensee with the number; 
and 

(Ill) destroy all records of the system with 
respect to the call (other than the identify
ing number and the date the number was as
signed) and all records of the system relating 
to the person or the transfer. 

(B) TIMING.-
(i) PROMPT RESPONSE REQUIRED.-The sys

tem shall make every effort to provide to the 
caller the information required by subpara
graph (A) immediately or by return tele
phone call without delay. 

(ii) RULES GOVERNING DELAYED RE
SPONSES.-If the system is unable to respond 
immediately to the inquiry due to cir
cumstances beyond the control of the sys
tem, the system shall-

(!) advise the caller that the response of 
the system will be delayed and state the rea
sons for the delay and the estimated length 
of the delay; and 

(II) make every effort to provide the infor
mation required by subparagraph (A) within 
8 hours after the licensee first contacted the 
system with respect to the transfer. 

(d) CORRECTION OF ERRONEOUS SYSTEM.-
(1) ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES.-If the 

system established under this section in
forms a licensee that receipt of a handgun by 
a person would violate section 922 (g) or (n) 
of title 18, United States Code, the person 
may request the system to provide him or 
her in writing with a detailed explanation of 
the reasons therefore. Within 5 days after re
ceipt of such a request, the system shall 
comply with the request. The requestor may 
submit to the system information to correct, 
clarify, or supplement records of the system 
with respect to the requestor. Within 5 days 
after receipt of such information, the system 
shall consider such information, investigate 
the matter further, and correct all erroneous 
records relating to the requestor and notify 
any department or agency of the United 
States or of any State or political subdivi
sion of a State that was the source of the er
roneous records or such errors. 

(2) PRIVATE CAUSE OF ACTION.-After all ad
ministrative remedies are exhausted and 
such records are not corrected, a person dis
approved for the purchase or receipt of a 
handgun because the system established 
under this section provided erroneous infor
mation relating to the person may bring an 
action in any court of competent jurisdiction 
against the United States, or any State or 
political subdivision of a State that is the 
source of the erroneous information, for 
damages (including consequential damages), 

injunctive relief, mandamus, and such other 
relief as the court may deem appropriate. If 
the person prevails in the action, the court 
shall allow the person a reasonable attor
ney's fee as part of the costs. 
SEC. 8. REPORTING OF CHil..D ABUSE INFORMA

TION. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-An authorized agency of a 

State shall report child abuse crime informa
tion to the Federal criminal background 
check system. 

(b) PROVISION OF STATE CHILD ABUSE CRIME 
RECORDS TO THE FEDERAL CRIMINAL BACK
GROUND CHECK SYSTEM.- Not later than 180 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Attorney General shall-

(1) investigate the criminal records of each 
State and determine for each State a time
table by which the State should be able to 
provide child abuse crime records on an on
line capacity basis to the Federal criminal 
background check system; 

(2) establish guidelines for the reporting of 
child abuse crime information, including 
guidelines relating to the format, content, 
and accuracy of child abuse crime informa
tion and other procedures for carrying out 
this Act; and 

(3) notify each State of the determinations 
made pursuant to subparagraphs (A) and (B). 

(C) EXCHANGE OF lNFORMATION.-An author
ized agency of a State shall maintain close 
liaison with the National Center on Child 
Abuse and Neglect, the National Center for 
Missing and Exploited Children, and the Na
tional Canter for the Prosecution of Child 
Abuse for the exchange of information and 
technical assistance in cases of child abuse. 

(d) ANNUAL SUMMARY.-The Attorney Gen
eral shall publish an annual statistical sum
mary of the child abuse crime information 
reported under this Act. The annual statis
tical summary shall not contain any infor
mation that may reveal the identity of any 
particular victim of a crime. 

(e) ANNUAL REPORT.-The Attorney Gen
eral shall publish an annual summary of 
each State's progress in reporting child 
abuse crime information to the Federal 
criminal background check system. 

(f) STUDY OF CHILD ABUSE OFFENDERS.-(1) 
Not later than 180 days after the date of en
actment of this Act, the Administrator of 
the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin
quency Prevention shall begin a study based 
on a statistically significant sample of con
victed child abuse offenders and other rel
evant information to determine-

(A) the percentage of convicted child abuse 
offenders who have more than 1 conviction 
for an offense 'involving child abuse; 

(B) the percentage of convicted child abuse 
offenders who have been convicted of an of
fense involving child abuse in more than 1 
State; 

(C) whether there are crimes or classes of 
crimes, in addition to those defined as back
ground check crimes, that are indicative of a 
potential to abuse children; and 

(D) the extent to which and the manner in 
which instances of child abuse form a basis 
for convictions for crimes other than child 
abuse crimes. 

(2) Not later than 1 year after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Administrator 
shall submit a report to the Committee on 
the Judiciary of the Senate and the Commit
tee on the Judiciary of the House of Rep
resentatives containing a description of and 
a summary of the results of the study con
ducted pursuant to paragraph (1). 
SEC. 9. BACKGROUND CHECKS FOR CHil..D CARE 

PROVIDERS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-
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(1) PROCEDURES FOR MAKING REQUEST FOR 

BACKGROUND CHECK.-A State may have in ef
fect procedures (established by or under 
State statute or regulation) to permit a 
qualified entity to contact an authorized 
agency of the State to request a nationwide 
background check for the purpose of deter
mining whether a provider is under indict
ment for, or has been convicted of, a back
ground check crime. 

(2) ACCESS THROUGH NATIONAL CRIMINAL 
BACKGROUND CHECK SYSTEM.-The authorized 
agency shall access and review State and 
Federal records of background check crimes 
through the national criminal background 
check system and other criminal justice 
record keeping systems and shall respond 
promptly to the inquiry. 

(b) GUIDELINES.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The Attorney General 

shall establish guidelines for State back
ground check procedures established under 
subsection (a), including procedures for car
rying out the purposes of this Act. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS.-The guidelines estab
lished under paragraph (1) shall require--

(A) that no qualified entity may request a 
background check of a provider under sub
section (a) unless the provider first com
pletes and signs a statement that-

(i) contains the name, address, date of 
birth, and social security number of the pro
vider; 

(ii) the provider is not under indictment 
for, and has not been convicted of, a back
ground check crime and, if the provider is 
under indictment for or has been convicted 
of a background check crime, contains a de
scription of the crime and the particulars of 
the indictment or conviction; 

(iii) notifies the provider that the entity 
may request a background check under sub
section (a); 

(iv) notifies the provider of the provider's 
rights under subparagraph (B); and 

(v) notifies the provider that prior to the 
receipt of the background check the quali
fied entity may deny the provider employ
ment; 

(B) that each State establish procedures 
under which a provider who is the subject of 
a background check under subsection (a) is 
entitled-

(i) to obtain a copy of any background 
check report; and 

(ii) to challenge the accuracy and com
pleteness of any information contained in 
any such report; 

(C) that an authorized a.gency to which a 
qualified entity has provided notice pursuant 
to subsection (a) make reasonable efforts to 
review available criminal history records 
and respond to the qualified entity; 

(D) that the response of an authorized 
agency to an inquiry pursuant to subsection 
(a) inform the qualified entity that the back
ground check pursuant to this section-

(i) may not reflect all indictments or con
victions for a background check crime; 

(ii) is not certain to include arrest infor
mation; and 

(iii) should not be the sole basis for deter
mining the fitness of a provider; 

(E) that the response of an authorized 
agency to an inquiry pursuant to subsection 
(a)-

(i) state whether the background check in
formation set forth in the identification doc
ument required under subparagraph (A) is 
complete and accurate; and 

(ii) be limited to the information reason
ably required to accomplish the purposes of 
this Act; 

(F) that no qualified entity may take ac
tion adverse to a provider, except that the 

qualified entity may choose to deny the pro
vider employment on the basis of a back
ground check under subsection (a) until the 
provider has obtained a determination as to 
the validity of any challenge under subpara
graph (B) or waived the right to make such 
challenge; and 

(G) that each State establish procedures to 
ensure that any background check under 
subsection (a) and the results thereof shall 
be requested by and provided only to--

(i) qualified entities identified by States; 
(ii) authorized representatives of a quali

fied entity who have a need to know such in
formation; 

(iii) the providers; 
(iv) law enforcement authorities; or 
(v) pursuant to the direction of a court of 

law; 
(H) that background check information 

conveyed to a qualified entity pursuant to 
subsection (a) shall not be conveyed to any 
person except as provided under subpara
graph (G); 

(I) that an authorized agency, State em
ployee or a political subdivision of a State or 
employee thereof responsible for providing 
information to the Federal criminal back
ground check system shall not be liable in an 
action at law for damages for failure to pre
vent a qualified entity from taking action 
adverse to a provider on the basis of a back
ground check. 

(c) EQUIVALENT PROCEDURES.-
(1) CERTIFICATION.-Notwithstanding any

thing to the contrary in this Act, the Attor
ney General may certify that a State licens
ing or certification procedure that differs 
from the procedures described in subsections 
(a) and (b) shall be deemed to be the equiva
lent of such procedures for purposes of this 
Act, but the procedures described in sub
sections (a) and (b) shall continue to apply to 
those qualified entities, providers, and back
ground check crimes that are not governed 
by or included within the State licensing or 
certification procedure. 

(2) CRITERIA.-The Attorney General shall 
by regulation establish criteria for certifi
cations under this subsection. Such criteria 
shall include a finding by the Attorney Gen
eral that the State licensing or certification 
procedure accomplishes the purposes of this 
Act and incorporates a nationwide review of 
State and Federal records of background 
check offenses through the Federal criminal 
background check system. 

(d) RECORDS EXCHANGE.-The Attorney 
General may exchange Federal Bureau of In
vestigation identification records with au
thorized agencies for purposes of background 
checks under subsection (a) and may by reg
ulation authorize further dissemination of 
such records by authorized agencies for such 
purposes. 

(e) TECHNOLOGY.-The Attorney General 
shall, to the maximum extent possible, en
courage the use of the best technology avail
able in conducting background checks. 

SEC. 10. IMPROVEMENT OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE 
RECORDS. 

(a) EXPEDITED ACTION BY THE ATTORNEY 
GENERAL.-The Attorney General shall expe
dite--

(1) the incorporation of the remaining 
State criminal history records into the Fed
eral criminal records systems maintained by 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation; and 

(2) the development of hardware and soft
ware systems to link State criminal history 
check systems into the National Crime In
formation Center. 

SEC. 11. ACCESS TO STATE CRIMINAL RECORDS. 

(a) MEANS OF COMMUNICATION.-Not later 
than 60 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act the Attorney General shall-

(1) determine the type of computer hard
ware and software that shall be used to oper
ate the Federal criminal records system and 
the means by which State criminal records 
system shall communicate with the Federal 
system; 

(2) investigate the criminal records system 
of each State and determine for each State 
the extent of such accessible criminal 
records that each State shall be able to pro
vide thereafter to the Federal system by the 
effective date of section 922(s) of title 18, 
United States Code, as added by section 5; 
and 

(3) notify each State of the determination 
made pursuant to paragraphs (1) and (2). 

(b) FEDERAL SYSTEM.-Not later than the 
effective date of section 922(s) of title 18, 
United States Code, as added by section 5, 
the Attorney General shall provide to each 
State access to the Federal Crime Informa
tion Center, including the records of other 
States through a network, for the purpose of 
permitting the State to conduct instant 
criminal background checks required by that 
section. 
SEC. 12. IMPROVEMENTS IN STATE RECORDS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 509(b) of title I of 
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets 
Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 3759(b)) is amended-

(1) by striking "and" at the end of para
graph (2); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (3) and inserting"; and"; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

"(4) the improvement of State record sys
tems and the sharing of all of the records de
scribed in paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) and the 
records required by this Act with the Attor
ney General for the purpose of implementing 
this Act.". · 

(b) ADDITIONAL FUNDING.-Section 509 of 
title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and 
Safe Streets Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 3759) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

"(e) In addition to other funds authorized 
in this Act, there are authorized to be appro
priated for fiscal year 1994, to be available 
until expended, $21,000,000 for the purpose of 
implementing subsection (b)(4).". 

(c) WITHHOLDING FUNDS.-
(1) Effective on the effective date of sec

tion 922(s) of title 18, United States Code, as 
added by section 5, the Attorney General 
may refuse to make grants under title I of 
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets 
Act of 1968 to a State that does not establish 
and operate a State criminal background 
check system in compliance with subsection 
(b)(l)(A) of this section and section 922(s) of 
title 18, United States Code. No State that 
receives funds pursuant to the Federal 
Criminal Records Identification Act of 1993 
may charge more than $3 per transaction to 
check for the existence of a felony record of 
a prospective purchaser of a handgun. 

(2) Effective 1 year after the date of enact
ment of this Act, the Attorney General may 
reduce by up to 10 percent the allocation to 
a State for a fiscal year under title I of the 
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act 
of 1968 of a State that is not in compliance 
with this Act, and the portion of the 
amounts that are appropriated for allocation 
to the States under that title for that fiscal 
year that is equal to the amount of the re
duction shall thereby be rescinded. 
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SEC. 13. FUNDING OF STATE CRIMINAL RECORDS 

SYSTEMS AND DEDICATION OF 
FUNDS. 

(a) INCREASE IN SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS.
Section 3013(a) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended-

(1) in paragraph (l)(A)(iii) by striking "$25" 
and inserting "$30"; 

(2) in paragraph (2)(A) by striking "$50" 
and inserting "$75"; and 

(3) in paragraph (2)(B) by striking "$200" 
and inserting "$250". 

(b) SYSTEMS FOR SCREENING CHILD CARE 
PROVIDERS AND HANDGUN PURCHASERS AND 
FOR CRIMINAL JUSTICE PURPOSES.-Notwith
standing any other law, $5 of each assess
ment collected under section 3013 
(a)(l)(A)(iii) of title 18, United States Code, 
$25 of each assessment collected under sub
section (a)(2)(A) of that section, and $50 of 
each assessment collected under subsection 
(a)(2)(B) of that section shall be paid to the 
States, in proportion to the respective popu
lations thereof, for the purposes of carrying 
out the Federal Criminal Records Identifica
tion Act of 1993. 
SEC. 14. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-There are authorized to 
be appropriated such sums as are necessary 
to carry out this Act. 

(b) LIMITATION ON USE.-No appropriation, 
grant, or fund authorized under this Act 
shall be used for any purpose other than the 
creation, maintenance, and operation of sys
tems for access to criminal history records 
and screening systems for handgun pur
chasers and child care providers as provided 
in this Act. 

FEDERAL CRIMINAL RECORDS IDENTIFICATION 
ACT OF 1993 A SUMMARY 

Today, we have the technological capabil
ity to identify violent felons, convicted child 
abusers, and other predatory criminals 
through existing criminal justice records. 
Using telephonic and other electronic com
munication, it is possible to check criminal 
history records instantly to identify felons 
who attempt to purchase handguns, child 
abusers who seek employment in child care 
facilities, and fugitives or dangerous crimi
nals whom the police may stop. 

This bill would take the last steps nec
essary to establish a nationwide, state-by
state criminal record screening system. 
State portions of the system already in place 
would be enhanced and improved by the bill. 
The system would provide an important new 
tool for law enforcement and criminal jus
tice. For example, to prevent felons from 
purchasing handguns, the bill would make 
contacting the system a requirement before 
a handgun could be sold by a licensed fire
arm dealer. The system would also be avail
able to states interested in using it to screen 
out convicted child abusers seeking employ
ment with child care providers. 

This bill creates a new chapter 134 to Title 
42, U.S.C., which provides relevant defini
tions and sets up the system for the above 
purposes. The bill also amends the Gun Con
trol Act of 1968, 18 U.S.C. §921 et seq., to re
quire licensed dealers to contact a screening 
system before sale of a handgun. Other por
tions of the bill create funding mechanisms, 
many of them self-sustaining and based on 
user fees, to allow the systems to pay for 
themselves. 

Section 1 provides the short title: "Federal 
Criminal Records Identification act of 1993." 
Section 2 sets forth various findings and pur
poses. Section 3 amends 42 U.S.C. by adding 
Chapter 134 and providing pertinent defini
tions. For example, "background check 

crime" means, for the purpose of screening 
child care providers, a child abuse crime or 
felony of a pertinent type; for purposes of 
screening handgun purchasers, it means a 
crime punishable by imprisonment for over 
one year as defined in the Gun Control Act. 

Section 4 sets out the general require
ments and prohibitions for state criminal 
history check systems. The system must be 
capable of advising a licensed firearm dealer 
if available criminal records would dem
onstrate that a prospective transferee is pro
hibited by 18 U.S.C. §922 (g) or (n) from re
ceiving a handgun. The section also contains 
requirements for privacy and security of the 
information, and a procedure for correcting 
erroneous information in the system. It pro
hibits any records from being transferred to, 
or maintained at, any government facility; 
and it prohibits any system for registration 
of handguns, gun owners, or transactions. 

Section 5 amends 18 U.S.C. §922 to prohibit 
the sale of a handgun by a licensed dealer 
unless the dealer first contacts the state in
stant criminal check system to insure that 
the purchaser is not prohibited by Federal 
law from purchase of a handgun. The sale 
may be made if the state screening system 
approves the transfer. It may not be made, of 
course, if the purchaser is prohibited by fed
eral law from receipt or possession of a hand
gun. If a licensed dealer fails to contact the 
state screening system, the Secretary of the 
Treasury may suspend or revoke the fire
arms license and impose a civil fine of up to 
$10,000. Moreover, the dealer is subject to im
prisonment of up to one year and a fine of up 
to $2,000 for a willful violation of not con
tacting the system. 

Section 6 sets out more specific parameters 
for the state system: that it may be accessed 
by telephone; that it may be accessed by a li
censed dealer, child care provider, law en
forcement officer, or court of law; limita
tions on information that may be provided 
to each of these categories; when it must op
erate. 

Section 7 discusses the establishment and 
operation of the system for screening crimi
nal records prior to a handgun purchase. It 
sets forth rules concerning the accuracy of 
responses, requires that licensees be notified 
that the system is operating, provides for 
the information to be transmitted to the 
screening system, strictly limits the use of 
such information, and provides for correc
tion of erroneous system information. 

Section 8 relates to reporting of child 
abuse information by the states. It provides 
that an authorized agency of a state shall re
port child abuse crime information to the 
federal criminal background check system. 
Although no federal law exists concerning 
the employment of persons in child care in 
the states, this will enable the states to ob
tain or enhance systems to screen prospec
tive employees for child abuse crimes. The 
section also provides for a federal report and 
study in this area. 

Section 9 focuses on background checks for 
child care providers. It provides that states 
shall have access to criminal records for pur
poses of background check crimes. The At
torney General will establish guidelines to 
carry out the purposes of this section, in
cluding guidelines in a number of specific 
areas such as which child care providers may 
request information through the system, 
how erroneous records may be corrected and 
how the information may be used. The sec
tion also allows the Attorney General to cer
tify a state system that is equivalent, but 
does not conform to, the specific guidelines. 

Section 10 relates to the improvement of 
criminal justice records. It provides that the 

Attorney General shall expedite the incorpo
ration of the remaining state criminal his
tory records in to the federal criminal 
records systems maintained by the FBI. 

Section 11 relates to access to state crimi
nal records. The Attorney General is di
rected to determine the types of computer 
hardware and software that shall be used to 
operate the federal criminal records systems 
and the means by which the state criminal 
records system shall communicate with the 
federal system. The section also directs the 
Attorney General to investigate the criminal 
records systems of each state and determine 
for each state the extent of such accessible 
criminal records that such state will be able 
to provide. 

Section 12 relates to improvements in 
state records. It amends the Omnibus Crime 
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to pro
vide $21 ,000,000 in additional funding to im
plement the purposes of this Act. The Attor
ney General may refuse to make grants 
under the Omnibus Act to a state that does 
not establish and operate state criminal 
background check systems so that handgun 
purchasers may be screened. No state accept
ing federal funds may charge a dealer more 
than $3.00 per transaction to check for the 
existence of a felony record of a handgun 
purchaser. 

Section 13 provides further funding for 
state criminal records systems through the 
special assessment on convicted persons in 
federal courts, 18 U.S.C. §3013. The amend
ments apply to persons in class A mis
demeanor convictions, and to persons and 
corporations in the case of felony convic
tions. 

Section 14 provides that there are author
ized to be appropriated such sums as nec
essary to carry out this Act.• 

By Mr. CHAFEE (for himself and 
Mr. PELL): 

S. 892. A bill to prohibit the manufac
ture, importation, exportation, sale, 
purchase, transfer, receipt, possession, 
or transportation of handguns and 
handgun ammunition, with certain ex
ceptions; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY ACT OF 1993 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, let me 
thank the distinguished majority lead
er for this time. 

Mr. President, today I am reintroduc
ing legislation that I introduced a year 
ago in June to ban the sale, the manu
facture, or the possession of handguns 
and handgun ammunition. I call my 
bill the Public Health and Safety Act, 
and I do this for a very good reason. 
Handguns in the United States today 
are a major threat to the health and 
the safety of our country's population. 

Before I start, Mr. President, I would 
like to disabuse the public of one ca
nard that is constantly circulated, and 
that canard is that we cannot do any
thing about banning handguns in the 
United States because of the second 
amendment to the U.S. Constitution. 
The National Rifle Association, in one 
of the great frauds that is perpetrated 
on the American public, constantly 
quotes part of the second amendment, 
the second part. And this is what the 
National Rifle Association's version of 
the second amendment to the Constitu-
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tion says, and you see this emblazoned 
on their stationery and elsewhere: 

The right of the people to k eep and bear 
a rms shall not be infringed. 

The public of America might think 
that is the whole second amendment, 
but that is not the case at all. This is 
what the second amendment really 
says. We are talking about the Con
stitution's version now, not the NRA's 
version of it. The second amendment to 
the U.S. Constitution in its entirety 
says as follows: 

A well regulated militia, being necessary 
to the security of a free State , the right of 
the people to keep and bear Arms, shall not 
be infringed. 

That is what the second amendment 
says. It all revolves around the neces
sity of having a well-regulated militia 
and, in order to have that "well-regu
lated militia," individuals who belong 
to the militia shall have their right to 
bear arms as part of that militia. It has 
nothing to do with the inability of any 
city, State, or Federal Government to 
regulate an individual from carrying a 
weapon, or possessing a weapon, or 
owning a weapon. 

So I think it is time we get straight 
just what the second amendment to the 
Constitution actually says. As a mat
ter of fact, Mr. President, there has 
never been a Federal court in the Unit
ed States of America that has inter
preted this otherwise. No Federal court 
has ever said that a community or a 
city or a State or the Federal Govern
ment cannot regulate the possession of 
weapons, whether it is assault rifles, 
whether it is handguns, or whatever 
the firearm is. So I think it is time 
that we get the true meaning of the 
second amendment out to the public, 
so the public may understand that it 
does not in fact provide for any individ
ual constitutional right to carry a gun. 

This morning, I had a press con
ference, during which Chief Justice 
Warren Burger spoke out on this sub
ject. What he pointed out was that the 
Founding Fathers of this country were 
very, very afraid of a standing army. 
They had seen what a standing army 
meant in Great Britain, and they want
ed no part of it. Indeed, during the Rev
olutionary War, there was not a Fed
eral army. Instead, there was the mili
tia that came from Massachusetts, Vir
ginia, Rhode Island, North Carolina, 
and so forth. 

The Chief Justice said that the his
tory of this amendment shows that the 
Framers were prepared to have a well
regulated militia and, in that context, 
those who were part of that militia 
therefore had the right to keep and 
bear arms. 

Mr. President, having disposed of the 
argument that the second amendment 
prevents the regulation or banning of 
handguns in the United States, I would 
like to move on to the remainder of my 
remarks. 

It is staggering to realize the extent 
to which handguns have impacted our 

lives and our children's lives. Hand
guns, so easily available and so easily 
concealed, increasingly are making 
their presence felt not only on the 
streets, but in our schools and in our 
health care system. 

This should not come as any surprise. 
Currently, if you can believe it, there 
are 70 million handguns in the United 
States of America-70 million- and 2 
million are being added every single . 
year. Unless we turn off the spigot of 
this constant inflow of these guns, 
there will be 2 million additional hand
guns in 1994, and 2 million additional 
handguns in 1995. 

More than any other weapon, it is 
handguns that are killing Americans 
and maiming Americans. Murder by 
virtually all other causes in the United 
States has leveled off: murder from 
clubbings or from stabbings or from 
shotguns or rifles. But not handgun 
murders. They have been going up at a 
new record level every year since 1987. 

Handguns are responsible for 70 per
cent of the gun suicides in the United 
States and 80 percent of gun murders. 
So when you are talking about a mur
der by a gun in the United States, in 
nearly every instance-80 percent-you 
are talking about a handgun murder. 
You are not talking about a shotgun 
murder, a rifle murder, or even an as
sault rifle murder, bad as those are. In 
the United States last year, 11,500 mur
ders took place from handguns---11;500. 

Mr. President, it is frequently im
plied that all of these murders take 
place when there is a stickup between 
an armed criminal and an innocent vic
tim. But this isn't the case. Most mur
ders occur when people, under some 
stress or emotion, snatch an available 
weapon. The handgun is there and they 
grab it, in the midst of an argument
it might be with a neighbor; it might 
be inside the family-and a murder re
sults. At least half of all handgun mur
ders are committed during an argu
ment and, in most cases, the victim is 
related to or knew the aggressor. 

Some people have the erroneous be
lief that, well, you better have a hand
gun around the house to take care of 
potential intruders. But the facts are, 
if you have a handgun in the house, 
there is a far, far greater chance that 
that handgun will murder somebody in 
your family than that you will use it 
to repel some intruder. Data show that 
for every self-protection homicide with 
a gun kept in the home, there are 43 
murders, suicides, and injuries of loved 
ones, friends, or relatives. 

We have all read of these incidents of 
accidental shootings of small children 
a 3-year-old finding a loaded handgun 
and innocently killing his or her sib
ling because the gun is loaded. Inci
dents of siblings accidentally shooting 
other siblings abound, regrettably, in 
our country. As for murder, 2,900 chil
dren and teens are murdered by guns 
every year. Of course, it is the weapon 

that is used for suicides more than any 
other. Listen to this statistic: If a gun 
is available in the home, the odds that 
a suicidal teenager will kill himself or 
herself go up a whopping seventy-five
fold . . There is a 75-percent greater 
chance that a suicidal-bent child will 
kill himself or herself if there is a 
weapon in the house. 

Mr. President, I particularly want to 
stress the tremendous toll that hand
guns are taking in the black commu
nity, and particularly among black 
young men. An entire generation of 
black males are being killed by guns, 
handguns. Handguns are the largest 
killer of black males from the age of 15 
through 34, more than any other cause. 
It is not automobile accidents, it is not 
other types of accidents, it is not tu
berculosis or AIDS or some other thing 
that is killing young black males from 
the age of 15 to 34. If is handguns. 

If you look at this chart, you will see 
that 60 percent of all deaths of black 
males from the age of 15 to 19 are 
caused by handguns, and over 50 per
cent of all deaths of black males from 
the age of 20 to 24 is by handgun. 

What is it for a white male? It is 
about 20 percent in these categories, 
whereas it is over 60 percent for black 
males. I read the other day that in New 
York City there were two adjoining 
basketball courts. A basketball from 
one court went over and bounced and 
hit a player in the next court on the 
head. 

He was furious. He went to his coat, 
pulled out a handgun, and shot the 
player in the first court because he had 
been hit in the head with a stray bas
ketball. 

Why does this occur? Because of the 
prevalence of these handguns. Once 
upon a time, a fistfight might have en
sued, but now handguns have replaced 
fists. And that fact is contributing to 
the decimation of an entire generation. 
These young men are gone. They are 
gone as fathers; they are gone as hus
bands; they are gone as providers from 
our society. 

We heard very moving testimony on 
this point in the press conference I held 
this morning from Dr. Louis Sullivan, 
former Secretary of Health and Human 
Services in our country, who did such a 
distinguished job for 4 years during the 
Bush administration and is now presi
dent of Morehouse College in Atlanta, 
GA. He stressed what these grim statis
tics mean for young black males in the 
United States of America. 

Now, let us turn to what handguns 
are doing to education. In every State, 
in my State, the little State of Rhode 
Island, we are finding children are 
bringing handguns to school. We never 
heard of this before. In our State, we 
never heard of some body bringing a 
gun to school. Now, they are certainly 
not bringing a rifle because somebody 
would see it; they are bringing a hand
gun. They are bringing handguns be
cause they have access to handguns. 



May 5, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 9311 
Listen to this statistic. It is esti

mated that 135,000 boys bring a gun to 
school every day. Across the edu
cational system of the United States of 
America, 135,000 boys on any one day 
are bringing a gun to school. 

This is a recipe for disaster. It has 
come to the point where school dis
tricts are spending scarce moneys to 
install $4,000 metal detectors and pur
chase $150 hand-held wands. And if you 
have the metal detectors, obviously 
you have to pay somebody to be there 
to supervise the equipment. Some ad
ministrators are wearing bulletproof 
vests, if you can believe it. 

The most comprehensive security 
measures cannot cover all exigencies. 
It is impossible. Listen to this. In Chi
cago, after a shooting at Tilden High 
School, where metal detectors are used 
on a random basis, the family of a 
wounded student is suing the Chicago 
Board of Education because the metal 
detectors are not used all the time. The 
child of those parents was wounded at 
Tilden High School by a handgun. So 
these handguns are having a disastrous 
effect on our school systems. Indeed, 
there is formed now an association for 
security supervisors of schools. Who 
has ever heard of that before? The 
schools now have their own security 
supervisors, which is certainly unique, 
and it is certainly unique to this Na
tion compared to other nations. 

Now, let us talk about health care. 
Handguns, as I mentioned, are used in 
80 percent of all the homicides that 
take place and 70 percent of all sui
cides. But for every gun death, as bad 
as the deaths are, the toll from the in
juries incurred by handguns is just as 
bad. For every handgun death, you can 
figure there are seven gun injuries. The 
injuries from these guns today are ex
tremely severe. 

We had a spokesman at the press con
ference I just held, Dr. Howard Cham
pion, who runs the trauma center in 
the District of Columbia, just a mile 
away at the Washington Hospital Cen
ter. He pointed out that once upon a 
time there would be a fight, there 
would be a knifing, and they would 
bring the individual in and sew him up. 
Now the individual comes in and he or 
she is either dead or extremely seri
ously injured with gunshot wounds, 
frequently ending up as a paraplegic or 
quadriplegic. 

Who bears the costs of all this? It is 
not private insurance that these indi
viduals have. They do not have that. 
The costs are borne by the citizens and 
taxpayers of the United States of 
America .. The average hospitalization 
for a gunshot wound costs $13,000, 
sometimes going as high as one-half 
million dollars-and that is just imme
diate hospital costs; that has nothing 
to do with rehabilitation. If you have 
somebody with a severe spinal injury, 
the rehabilitation costs for that indi
vidual can run into the millions of dol-

lars. It is estimated-and I think this 
is on the low side, but it is the best we 
can get-that handgun wounds, just for 
acute care in hospitals, not for reha
bilitation, in the United States of 
America costs the taxpayers more than 
$4 billion a year. 

There is not a Senator, there is not a 
Representative, who is not foursquare 
for preventive medicine. Why are we 
all for doing something about immuni
zation and vaccinations and seeing 
that proper prescriptive drugs are 
available for youngsters when they are 
born? Why are we for keeping mothers 
healthy during their pregnancy? Be
cause we believe in preventive medi
cine, in keeping the individual well. If 
anybody is for preventive medicine, 
they had better sign up for this bill be
cause this bill would ban handguns, 
which are so terribly destructive and 
so costly for medical care. 

Some people come up to me and say, 
"This is a radical proposal that you 
have." This is not a radical proposal. 
What is taking place in the United 
States of America is radical. 

Let us take a look at this next chart. 
Here we have gun murders in the Unit
ed States of about 15,000 a year. What 
is happening in other countries? Let's 
look at Canada, our next door neigh
bor. How many gun deaths do they 
have in a year? They have less than 200; 
less than 200 a year in Canada. What 
about Great Britain? They have 60 
murders a year with guns-60. What 
about Japan? They have 90. And what 
about Australia? They have a Wild 
West tradition. They are macho. In 
Australia, 76 people are killed with 
guns a year compared to the 15,000 in 
the United States. 

What is the difference? The other na
tions do not allow the proliferation of 
handguns in those countries as we do 
in the United States. You cannot just 
go in and buy a handgun. It is severely, 
severely restricted. 

I think we all followed what took 
place recently in Virginia where, with 
a great struggle, the Governor of Vir
ginia succeeded in having passed legis
lation that said you can only buy one 
handgun a month, sort of a gun-a
mon th club. That is all you can buy in 
Virginia. This was considered radical. 
All you can buy is one handgun a 
month, as opposed to being able to 
back up your truck and fill it up every 
day with handguns. They have stopped 
that. Now you can only get 12 a year, 1 
a month. Well, compare that to these 
other countries, where you virtually 
cannot get handguns at all and there
fore you do not have the murder rate. 

I will say this, and I believe it 
strongly, that pretty soon every family 
in America directly is going to be 
touched by handgun violence. That 
does not mean one of your children 
necessarily, but a cousin, a nephew, an 
uncle, or somebody in the family is 
going to be affected by these handguns. 

What does my bill do? It provides 
that there shall be no manufacture, no 
sale, no possession of handguns or 
handgun ammunition. Under my bill, 
there is a 6-month period during which 
people can turn in their guns and re
ceive the greater of either $25, or what
ever the appraised value of the hand
gun is. After the 6-month period, peo
ple can still turn in their guns but they 
will not be paid for them; and after the 
6-month period, it will be against the 
law to own a gun-against the law. And 
there will be a fine and a prison sen
tence, if it is appropriate to do so. 

Now, the only way we are going to 
get rid of these guns is to take the first 
step. People will say, well, will crimi
nals have guns and the good people 
turn them in? Perhaps for a while. But 
we will get them. The first and most 
important thing is they will not be 
able to buy any more. And second, 
eventually they will not be able to get 
these guns at all. 

I would like to close with a quote 
from C.S. Lewis as to what kind of role 
government should play, and what kind 
of society one wants for America. In 
this instance, he was speaking about 
England, but it applies to us. 

It is easy to think the state has a lot of dif
ferent (functions)-military, political, eco-

. nomics, and what not. But, in a way, things 
are much simpler than that. The state exists 
simply to promote and protect the ordinary 
happiness of human beings in this life . A 
husband and wife chatting over a fire; a cou
ple of friends having a game of darts in a 
pub; a man reading a book in his own room 
or digging in his own garden-that is what 
the state is there for, and unless they are 
helping-

In other words, unless the state is 
helping-
to increase and prolong and protect such mo
ments, all laws, parliaments, armies, courts, 
police, economics, etc., are simply a waste of 
time. 

If we are going to live in a safer soci
ety than we live in today, we have to 
get control of these handguns. This leg
islation is a big start in that direction. 

I thank the Chair. I thank the major
ity leader for his patience. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 892 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Public 
Health and Safety Act of 1993". 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS. 

The Congress finds and declares that-
(1) the number of privately held handguns 

has more than doubled-from 33,000,000 in 
1973 to more than 70,000,000 today-in the 
past 2 decades alone, and the number of 
handguns in circulation continues to in
crease by 2,000,000 handguns each year; 

(2) handguns play a major role, dispropor
tionate to their number in comparison with 
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rifles and shotguns, in violent crime, inten
tional and accidental death, and intentional 
and accidental injury; 

(3) while the number of homicides commit
ted with long guns has remained relatively 
stable, the number of handgun homicides has 
set new records every year since 1987, match
ing pace with the skyrocketing national 
homicide rate; 

(4) the number of handgun-related inci
dents in elementary and secondary schools 
has increased sharply, with significant num
bers of schoolchildren in rural and urban 
areas reporting easy access to and frequent 
carrying to school of handguns; and the pres
ence of handguns in school not only provokes 
worry among parents and children but also 
causes much needed school funds to be di
verted for purchase of security equipment; 

(5) handgun violence places considerable 
strain on the national health care system 
and is a major contributor to its escalating 
costs, with at least $4,000,000,000 being spent 
annually on emergency care, hospitalization, 
follow-up care, rehabilitation, and medica
tion; 

(6) handguns kept in the home are of less 
value than is commonly thought in defend
ing against intruders, and they are far more 
likely to increase significantly the danger of 
a handgun fatality or injury to the inhab
itants (including children) than to enhance 
their personal safety; 

(7) violent crime and injury committed 
with handguns constitute a burden upon and 
interfere with interstate and foreign com
merce, and threaten the domestic tran
quility of the Nation; and 

(8) current Federal firearms policy is whol
ly inadequate to counteract the social, eco
nomic, and financial costs exacted by hand
guns to our society. 
SEC. 3. AMENDMENT OF TITLE 18, UNITED 

STATES CODE. 
Chapter 44 of title 18, United States Code, 

is amended-
(1) by-
(A) redesignating the text of the chapter as 

subchapter A; 
(B) inserting after the chapter heading the 

following: 
" Subchapter 
" A. Firearms In General .. ..... .. ..... .... .. 921 
" B. Handguns. ... .... ... .. ... .. .. ... ....... .... ... 941 

" SUBCHAPTER A-FIREARMS IN GENERAL"; 
and 

(C) striking " this chapter" each place it 
appears and inserting " this subchapter"; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subchapter: 

" SUBCHAPTER B- HANDGUNS 
" Sec. 
" 941. Definitions. 
"942. Unlawful acts. 
" 943. Licensing of handgun clubs. 
" 944. Registration of security guard services. 
"945. Recordkeeping and reports; transfers to 

licensed handgun clubs. 
" 946. Voluntary delivery to law enforcement 

agency; reimbursement. 
" 947. Penalties. 
" 948. Regulations. 
"949. Relation to other law. 
" 950. Severability. 
"§ 941. Definitions. 

"(a) TERMS DEFINED IN SECTION 921.-Un
less otherwise defined in subsection (b), a 
term used in this subchapter that is defined 
in section 921 has the meaning stated in that 
section. 

" (b) ADDITIONAL TERMS.- As used in this 
subchapter: 

"'Handgun' means any firearm including a 
pistol or revolver that is designed to be fired 

by the use of a single hand, or any combina
tion of parts from which such a firearm can 
be assembled. 

" 'Handgun ammunition' means ammuni
tion that is designed for use primarily in a 
handgun. 

"'Handgun club' means a club organized 
for bona fide target shooting with handguns. 

"'Licensed handgun club' means a hand
gun club that is licensed under section 943. 

"'Registered security guard service' means 
a security guard service that is registered 
under section 944. 

" 'Security guard service' means an entity 
that engages in the business of providing se
curity guard services to the public. 
"§ 942. Unlawful acts. 

"(a) OFFENSE.-Except as provided in sub
sections (b) and (c), it is unlawful for a per
son to manufacture, import, export, sell , 
buy, transfer, receive, own, possess, trans
port, or use a handgun or handgun ammuni
tion. 

"(b) EXCEPTIONs.-Subsection (a) does not 
apply to-

" (1) the Army, Navy, Air Force, Marine 
Corps, Coast Guard, and National Guard; 

" (2) Federal, State, or local government 
agencies charged with law enforcement du
ties that require its officers to possess hand
guns; 

"(3) registered security guard services; or 
"(4) licensed handgun clubs and members 

of licensed handgun clubs. 
"(C) APPROVED TRANSACTIONS.-Pursuant 

to regulations issued by the Secretary, the 
Secretary may approve the manufacture , im
portation, sale, purchase, transfer receipt, 
ownership, possession, transportation, and 
use of a handgun or handgun ammunition by 
licensed manufacturers, licensed importers, 
and licensed dealers as necessary to meet the 
lawful requirements of the persons and enti
ties described in subsection (b). 
"§ 943. Licensing of handgun clubs 

"(a) HANDGUN CLUBS.-Pursuant to regula
tions issued by the Secretary, the Secretary 
may issue a license to a handgun club if-

" (1) no member of the handgun club is a 
person whose membership and participation 
in the club is in violation of State or local 
law; 

"(2) no member of the handgun club is pro
hibited from transporting, shipping, or re
ceiving firearms or ammunition in interstate 
or foreign commerce under section 922(g) or 
(h); 

" (3) no member of the handgun club has 
willfully violated this chapter or any regula
tions issued under this chapter; 

" (4) the handgun club has not willfully 
failed to disclose any material information 
required, or has not made any false state
ment as to any material fact in connection 
with its application; 

"(5) the club has been founded and oper
ated for bona fide target shooting; and 

"(6) the handgun club-
"(A) has permanent premises from which it 

operates; 
"(B) maintains possession and control of 

the handguns used by its members; 
" (C)(i) has procedures and has facilities on 

its premises for keeping such handguns in a 
secure place, under the control of a des
ignated officer of the club; or 

"(ii) has made arrangements for the stor
age of the members' handguns in a facility of 
the local police department or other law en
forcement agency, at all times when they are 
not being used for target shooting; and 

" (D) meets all operational, safety, secu
rity, training, and other requirements that 
the Secretary may prescribe by regulation. 

" (b) REVOCATION.-The Secretary shall re
voke the license of a licensed handgun club 
that does not continue to meet the require
ments of subsection (a). 

" (c) LICENSE FEE.-A licensed handgun 
club shall pay to the Secretary an annual li
cense fee of $25. 
"§ 944. Registration of security guard services 

" (a) SECURITY GUARD SERVICES.-Under 
regulations issued by the Secretary, the Sec
retary may approve the registration of a se
curity guard service if-

" (l)(A) the security guard service has pro
cedures and has facilities on its premises for 
keeping its handguns in a secure place, under 
the control of a designated officer of the se
curity guard service; or 

"(B) has made arrangements for the stor
age of its handguns in a facility of the local 
police department or other law enforcement 
agency, at all times when such handguns are 
not in use for legitimate business purposes; 

" (2) the security guard service has ob
tained all necessary State and local licenses 
and meets all State and local requirements 
to engage in the business of providing secu
rity guard service; and 

"(3) the security guard service meets all 
operational, safety, security, training, and 
other requirements that the Secretary may 
prescribe by regulation. 

" (b) REVOCATION.-The Secretary shall re
voke the registration of a registered security 
guard service that does not continue to meet 
the requirements of subsection (a). 

" (c) REGISTRATION FEE.- A registered secu
rity guard service shall pay to the Secretary 
an annual registration fee of $50. 
"§ 945. Recordkeeping and reports; transfers 

to licensed handgun clubs 
" (a) RECORDKEEPING.-A licensed manufac

turer, licensed importer, licensed dealer, li
censed handgun club or member of a licensed 
handgun club, or registered security guard 
service that sells or otherwise transfers 
handguns or handgun ammunition shall-

" (A) maintain records of sales, transfers, 
receipts, and other dispositions of handguns 
and handgun ammunition in such form as 
the Secretary may by regulation provide; 
and 

" (B) permit the Secretary to enter the 
premises at reasonable times for the purpose 
of inspecting such records. 

" (b) REPORTS OF Loss OR THEFT.-(1) A li
censed handgun club or registered security 
guard service shall report to the Secretary a 
loss or theft of any handgun in its possession 
or the possession of 1 of its members or em
ployees not later than 30 days after the loss 
or theft is discovered. 

"(2) A report made under subsection (a) 
shall include such information as the Sec
retary by regulation shall prescribe, includ
ing the date and place of theft or loss. 

" (c) TRANSFERS TO HANDGUN CLUBS.-A 
person that sells or otherwise transfers a 
handgun to a licensed handgun club or mem
ber of a licensed handgun club shall be 
shipped or otherwise delivered directly to 
the premises of the licensed handgun club 
where the handgun will be kept. 
§946. Voluntary delivery to law enforcement 

agency; reimbursement 
" (a) DELIVERY.- A person may at any time 

voluntarily deliver to any Federal , State, or 
local law enforcement agency designated by 
the Secretary a handgun owned or possessed 
by the person. 

" (b) DISPOSITION.-The Secretary shall ar
range with each agency designated to receive 
handguns for the transfer, destruction or 
other disposition of handguns delivered 
under subsection (a). 
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"(c) REIMBURSEMENT.-The Secretary shall 

pay to a person who delivers a handgun 
under subsection (a) on or prior to the date 
that is 180 days after the date of enactment 
of this subchapter an amount equal to the 
greater of-

"(l) $25; or 
"(2) the fair market value of the gun as de

termined by the Secretary. 
"(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Secretary such sums as are necessary to 
make such payments under subsection (c). 
"§947. Penalties 

"(a) VIOLATION OF SECTION 942.-(1) Except 
as provided in paragraph (2), a person who 
violates section 942 shall be fined not more 
than $5,000, imprisoned not more than 5 
years, or both. 

"(2) A person who voluntarily delivers a 
handgun under section 946(a) after the date 
that is 180 days after the date of enactment 
of this subchapter shall not be subject to 
criminal prosecci'tion for possession of the 
handgun under any Federal, State, or local 
law, but shall pay to the Secretary a civil 
penalty in an amount determined by the Sec
retary, not to exceed $500. 

"(b) FAILURE To REPORT Loss OR THEFT.
A licensed handgun club or registered secu
rity guard service that fails to report a loss 
or theft of a handgun as required by section 
945(b)-

"(l) in the case of a negligent failure to re
port or a negligent failure to discover the 
loss or theft, shall pay to the Secretary a 
civil penalty in an amount determined by 
the Secretary, not to exceed $1,000; and 

"(2) in the case of an intentional failure to 
report, shall be fined not more than $5,000, 
its officer designated under section 
943(a)(6)(C)(i) or 944(a)(l)(A) imprisoned not 
more than 5 years. or both. 

"(c) FAILURE To DELIVER TO PREMISES OF 
LICENSED HANDGUN CLUB.-A person that 
sells or otherwise transfers a handgun to a 
licensed handgun club or member of a li
censed handgun club that causes the hand
gun to be shipped or otherwise delivered by 
any means or to any place other than di
rectly to the premises of the licensed hand
gun club where the handgun will be kept, in 
violation of section 945(c)-

"(l) in the case of a negligent delivery to 
an unauthorized place, shall pay to the Sec
retary a civil penalty in an amount deter
mined by the Secretary, not to exceed $1,000; 
and 

"(2) in the case of an intentional delivery 
to an unauthorized place, shall be fined not 
more than $5,000, imprisoned not more than 
5 years, or both. 

"(d) FALSE STATEMENT OR REPRESENTA
TION.-(!) A person who-

"(A) makes a false statement or represen
tation with respect to information required 
by this subchapter to be kept in the records 
of an importer, manufacturer, dealer, or 
handgun club licensed under this subchapter 
or security guard service registered under 
this subchapter; or 

"(B) makes a false statement or represen
tation in applying for a handgun club license 
or security guard service registration under 
this subchapter, 
shall be subject to penalty under paragraph 
(2). 

"(2)(A) In the case of a negligent making of 
a false statement or representation described 
in paragraph (1), the person shall pay to the 
Secretary a civil penalty in an amount de
termined by the Secretary. not to exceed 
$1,000; and 

"(B) in the case of an intentional making 
of a false statement or representation de-

scribed in paragraph (1), the person shall be 
fined not more than $5,000, imprisoned not 
more than 5 years, or both. 

"(e) FAILURE To KEEP OR PERMIT INSPEC
TION OF RECORDS.-A person who fails to 
keep or permit inspection of records in viola
tion of section 945(a)-

"(l) in the case of a negligent failure to 
maintain records, shall pay to the Secretary 
a civil penalty in an amount determined by 
the Secretary, not to exceed $1,000; and 

"(2) in the case of an intentional failure to 
maintain records or any failure to permit in
spection of records, shall be fined not more 
than $5,000, and its chief executive officer or 
other person responsible for the failure shall 
be imprisoned not more than 5 years, or 
both. 

"(f) FORFEITURE.-Any handgun or hand
gun ammunition involved or used in, or in
tended to be used in, a violation of this sub
chapter or any regulation issued under this 
subchapter, or any violation of any other 
criminal law of the United States, shall be 
subject to seizure and forfeiture, and all pro
visions of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
relating to the seizure, forfeiture, and dis
position of firearms shall, so far as applica
ble, extend to seizures and forfeitures under 
this subchapter. 
"§ 948. Regulations 

"The Secretary may prescribe such regula
tions as the Secretary deems necessary to 
carry out this subchapter. 
"§ 949. Relation to other law 

"The regulation of handguns under this 
subchapter is in addition to the regulation of 
handguns under subchapter A and any other 
Federal, State, or local law. 
"§950.Severability 

"If any provision of this subchapter or the 
application thereof to any person or cir
cumstance is held invalid, the remainder of 
the subchapter and the application of that 
provision to other persons not. similarly situ
ated or to other circumstances shall not be 
affected thereby." . 
SEC. 4. RULE OF CONSTRUCTION. 

Nothing in this Act shall be construed as 
modifying or affecting any provision of-

(1) the National Firearms Act (chapter 53 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1956); 

(2) section 414 of the Mutual Security Act 
of 1954 (22 U.S.C. 1934), relating to munitions 
control; or 

(3) section 1715 of title 18, United States 
Code, relating to nonmailable firearms. 
SEC. 5. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 
subsection (b), this Act and the amendments 
made by this Act shall take effect on the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

(b) DELAYED EFFECTIVE DATE.- Sections 
942 and 945 of title 18, United States Code, as 
added by section 3, shall take effect on the 
date that is 180 days after the date of enact
ment of this Act. 

By Mr. ROTH: 
S. 893. A bill to provide television 

broadcast time without charge to Sen
ate candidates, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 
FREE BROADCAST TELEVISION TIME ACT OF 1993 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, for over 20 
years as a Senator I have been study
ing the subject of campaign finance re
form. After considerable reflection I 
have come to the conclusion that my 
initial views were correct. The key to 

reform in this body is free television 
time. 

In 1971 I recall broaching the pro
posal with my colleagues. At the time, 
there were only a handful of Sena tors 
who would support it. Today, I am not 
sure what my colleagues would do. But 
I am convinced that free television 
time for Senate candidates is an idea 
whose time has come. 

The cost of television time is a very 
large percentage of total campaign ex
penditures. It is the single reason why 
expensive races are expensive. While 
estimates of costs vary, they are all 
substantial. This is particularly true of 
Senate races. For example, in 1990, 
Senator HELMS spent more than $5 mil
lion on broadcast costs; Senator CARL 
LEVIN, $3.9 million; Senator BILL BRAD
LEY, $3.3 million; and Senators MCCON
NELL, JOHNSTON, and PHIL GRAMM, all 
$3.1 million. Overall, a study published 
in 1990 by the Congressional Research 
Service set the level of spending on 
broadcast advertising at 53.5 percent 
for Senate races. Moreover, a 1990 Fed
eral Communications [FCC] audit of 20 
television stations found that can
didates paid more for comparable ad
vertising time than commercial cli
ents. 

If television broadcast licensees were 
required as a condition of their license 
to serve the public interest by provid
ing free time, the cost of Senate cam
paigns would dramatically drop. Sen
ate candidates would become less de
pendent on fundraising and fundraisers. 
No candidate enjoys spending the time 
it takes today to raise substantial 
sums for campaigns. Nor is the public 
pleased with the dependence of can
didates on fundraising. 

But the adoption of my proposal 
would have an impact well beyond 
these concerns. In my opinion, the sin
gle most important factor in making a 
campaign competitive is whether the 
challenger has an opportunity to state 
his or her case to the electorate. Under 
my proposal, the people would have the 
opportunity to hear both sides of the 
contest. 

Perhaps the competitive aspects of 
my proposal will cause some incum
bents to oppose my proposal. Many re
forms are frankly proposed because 
they make campaigning harder for 
challengers or for the other party. This 
reform proposal is different. It will 
make incumbents less comfortable. I 
doubt, however, that this reason for op
posing my proposal will be heard very 
much. 

How would my proposal work? It 
would require television broadcast sta
tions to make available, without 
charge, an amount of television time 
sufficient to allow incumbents and 
challengers seeking Federal office to 
make their case to the electorate in 
the 45-day period preceding the general 
election. Free television time would be 
made available on the condition that 
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the candidate forego both the purchase 
of time on his own and the acceptance 
of additional time purchased by any 
other person during this 45-day period. 

We all are impacted by the spiraling 
costs of television time. Eliminating 
the cost eliminates our dependence on 
contributions necessary to pay the 
cost. Without television costs I doubt 
we would have a campaign finance 
problem to remedy. 

By cutting the largest cost of a cam
paign for a candidate in return for a 
commitment not to purchase or accept 
additional television time, my proposal 
includes within it a limit on spending 
regarding the single most significant 
budget item in any campaign. I believe 
that my proposal might serve as a pos
sible compromise between the parties, 
should they so desire. Those who, on 
the one side, wish to limit campaign 
spending to sever the connection be
tween various sources of money and 
the candidate, and those who, on the 
other side, wish to protect the tax
payer from financing campaigns, 
should see the political wisdom of the 
free TV time proposal. This proposal, 
while not perfect, would achieve the 
goals of the opposing sides. It would 
drastically cut dependence on fund
raising without substituting taxpayer 
financing. 

The proposal, however, has merit 
well beyond mere political expediency. 
The notion that licensees owe a duty to 
the public is already well established 
in law. This proposal merely defines 
that duty. It cannot be forgotten that 
television broadcast frequencies belong 
to the people of the United States who 
have given them freely to licensees for 
the purpose of making money by sell
ing what has been given. In recent tes
timony before the Joint Committee on 
the Organization of Congress, Ross 
Perot suggested that time be "made 
available for political campaigns with 
each candidate getting equal time 
since in fact the airways do belong to 
the people and nobody has ever charged 
a penny for them." It does not strike 
this Senator as inappropriate to recap
ture a little of what is ours in order to 
create a more perfect form of govern
ment. 

The proposal would apply only to the 
general election, but the FCC is di
rected to report back to Congress its 
recommendations on possibly extend
ing the concept to primary and other 
elections. 

Let me now address certain questions 
that my colleagues may have. How 
much time would the proposal provide? 
No fixed amount is set forth in the leg
islation. Rather the FCC, the agency 
with jurisdiction over the airwaves, is 
directed to consult with the Federal 
Election Commission and then deter
mine how much time would be allo
cated for each race taking into account 
the amount of television broadcast 
time previously used by candidates for 

the Senate in that State, provided that 
the time made available be sufficient 
to make a complete presentation of 
views to the electorate. The proviso is 
intended to deal with precedents in
volving uncontested or virtually 
uncontested Senate elections in which 
full use of television broadcast time 
was not necessary. It is my intention 
that the amount of television broad
cast time be substantial, the equiva
lent of the current use of television 
broadcast time in a contested election. 
It should be so ample as to induce each 
and every candidate to accept the offer 
and its terms. 

What kind of time will it be? Basi
cally prime time. The FCC is directed 
to ensure that the television time pro
vided be at hours of the day that people 
are watching. A television broadcast 
station could not fulfill the mandate 
by providing time after midnight or on 
Saturday mornings during cartoons. 

Won't some stations bear a dis
proportionate share of the burden? In 
case that should happen, as it might, 
the FCC is authorized to direct tele
vision broadcasters to pool resources so 
as to ameliorate any disproportionate 
financial impact on a particular broad
caster. 

How are third parties treated under 
the proposal? Candidates who are not 
nominees of the major parties are enti
tled to proportionately less time, as 
measured by the level of their small 
contributions compared to the cor
responding levels for the major party 
candidates. There have been occasions 
when third party candidates for the 
Senate have, in fact, won. So third par
ties must be accommodated for both 
practical and constitutional reasons. 
My proposal would allow the FCC to 
use the level of small contributions as 
a measure of third-party entitlement 
to television broadcast time. 

Mr. President, last Congress while I 
was circulating my proposal as a pos
sible amendment to the campaign fi
nance legislation, I encountered three 
different concerns. The first is that the 
broadcasters would get very angry with 
those who support this proposal. But if 
you reflect on the fear inherent in that 
thought, it simply underscores how im
portant television broadcast time is to 
the future of American politics. The 
second concern about my proposal was 
that it basically solved the problem so 
well that other solutions that have 
been advocated-namely, public financ
ing and spending limits-might become 
virtually unnecessary. This was a very 
sad reason to oppose my proposal. It 
showed me what a sorry state cam
paign finance reform legislation was in 
last year. The third concern was that 
the amendment might be unconstitu
tional. I strongly disagree with this 
contention. 

We have historically conditioned the 
holding of a broadcast license on serv
ing the public interest. To me there is 

little that can surpass either, first, the 
public interest in reducing campaign 
costs or second, the public interest in 
providing the opportunity for can
didates to present their views so the 
elections might hinge on the merits 
rather than on television advertising 
advantages. 

No one would suggest that if a TV 
station decided on its own to adopt the 
policy of this legislation-a limited 
amount of free TV time and no more, 
there would be a constitutional prob
lem. The station would only be operat
ing in the public interest. The legisla
tion merely gives definition to that 
term. The broadcast media have been 
compelled to grant access to their 
channels of communication against 
their will before. The fairness doctrine 
and the equal opportunity doctrine are 
prime examples. They were challenged 
as unconstitutional in the landmark 
case of Red Lion Broadcasting Co. v. 
FCC, 395 U.S. 367 (1969). The Supreme 
Court held such compulsory access to 
be valid, saying that the first amend
ment as applied to the broadcast media 
required a balancing of interest with 
those of the audience paramount. Com
pelling all sides of an issue to be heard 
furthers rather than thwarts the ends 
of the first amendment. Such regula
tion, the Court said is permitted under 
the first amendment because of the 
scarcity of broadcast frequencies, the 
use of which is licensed. 

The business of broadcasting is not 
exempt from Government regulations 
that carry financial costs merely be
cause broadcasters excise first amend
ment rights. · The only difference be
tween compulsory access and compul
sory free access is money. But it is not 
the broadcaster's profits that are con
stitutionally protected, rather it is 
their use of the airways. But even so, 
that unfettered use may be, according 
to the Supreme Court, outweighed by 
the public interest in having the audi
ence informed. While TV stations are 
sure to complain, it is an opportunity 
for them to demonstrate their claim 
that they serve the public interest. 

I understand that the television 
broadcasters now support the compul
sory discounted broadcast time pro
vided in section 131 of S. 3, the Con
gressional Spending Limit and Elec
tion Reform Act of 1993, introduced by 
Senator BOREN and others. The only 
difference between my proposal and 
section 131 is one of price. That is sure
ly not a constitutionally significant 
difference. 

Mr. President, it is time to recapture 
the airways to allow them to be put to 
public use. I can think of no better way 
to serve the American public than for 
television broadcast stations to serve 
as a public forum for electoral dis
course. By eliminating the single 
major cause of escalating campaign 
costs-television time-we would sig
nificantly lower the dependence of can-
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didates on fundraising. At the same 
time, free TV promises to give voters 
easy and balanced access to the views 
of both incumbants and challengers, 
while providing the television stations, 
which are licensed to serve the public, 
the opportunity to do their fair share 
in the electoral process. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the legislation I am introduc
ing at this time be placed in the 
RECORD following my remarks. I also 
ask unanimous consent that a com
mentary by Charles Krauthammer en
titled "Why Candidates Should Get 
Free TV Time" that appeared in the 
Washington Post on October 24, 1986, 
and several editorials from Roll Call be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 893 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

Section 315(a) of the Communications Act 
of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 315) is amended to read as 
follows: 

(a) ALLOWANCE OF TELEVISION BROADCAST 
TIME FOR CERTAIN CANDIDATES; CENSORSHIP 
PROHIBITION.-Each licensee operating a tele
vision broadcasting station shall make avail
able without charge to any legally qualified 
candidate in the general election for the of-

. fice of United States Senator an amount of 
broadcast time, determined by the Commis
sion under subsection (d), for use in his or 
her campaign for election, subject to the 
conditions and limitations of subsection (e). 
No licensee shall have power of censorship 
over the material broadcast under the provi
sions of this section. 

(b) EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES REQUIREMENT; 
CENSORSHIP PROHIBITION; ALLOWANCE OF STA
TION UsE.-Except in those circumstances to 
which subsection (a) applies, if any licensee 
shall permit any person who is a legally 
qualified candidate for any public office to 
use a broadcasting station, he or she shall af
ford equal opportunities to all other such 
candidates for the office in the use of such 
broadcasting station: Provided, That such li
censee shall have no power of censorship 
over the material broadcast under the provi
sions of this section. No obligation is im
posed under this subsection upon any li
censee to allow the use of its station by any 
such candidate. 

(c) NEWS APPEARANCES EXCEPTION; PUBLIC 
INTEREST; PUBLIC ISSUES DISCUSSION 0PPOR
TUNITIES.-Appearance by a legally qualified 
candidate on any-

(1) bona fide newscast; 
(2) bona fide news interview; 
(3) bona fide news documentary (if the ap

pearance of the candidate is incidental to the 
presentation of the subject or subjects cov
ered by the news documentary); or 

(4) on-the-spot coverage of bona fide events 
(including but not limited to political con
ventions and activities incidental thereto); 
shall not be deemed to be use of a broadcast
ing station within the meaning of sub
sections (a) or (b). Nothing in the foregoing 
sentence shall be construed as relieving 
broadcasters, in connection with the presen
tation of newscast, news interviews, new 
documentaries, and on-the-spot coverage of 
news events, from the obligation imposed 
upon them under this chapter to operate in 

the public interest and to afford reasonable 
opportunity for the discussion of conflicting 
views on issues of public importance. 

(d) RULES AND REGULATIONS REGARDING AL
LOWANCE OF TELEVISION BROADCAST TIME FOR 
CERTAIN CANDIDATES.-The Commission 
shall, after consultation with the Federal 
Election Commission, determine the amount 
of television broadcast time that legally 
qualified major-party candidates for a Sen
ate office may receive under subsection (a) 
on the basis of the amount of television 
broadcast time used by major-party can
didates in the previous election for the Unit
ed States Senate, provided that at a mini
mum such candidates be provided an amount 
of television broadcast time necessary to 
make a complete presentation of views to 
the electorate in the pending election. The 
amount of television broadcast time that 
each candidate is eligible to receive and the 
amount of such time that each licensee must 
make available to each eligible candidate by 
name shall be published prior to each Senate 
election in the Federal Register by the Com
mission on a date established by regulation. 
The broadcast time made available under 
subsection (a) shall be made available during 
the 45-day period preceding the general elec
tion for such office. The Commission shall 
ensure that the television broadcast time 
made available under subsection (a) shall be 
made available fairly and equitably, through 
licensees commonly used by candidates seek
ing the particular United States Senate of
fice, and at hours of the day which reflect 
television viewing habits and contempora
neous campaign practices. A legally quali
fied candidate of a party other than a party 
which obtained 5% or more of the popular 
vote in the last presidential election shall, 
by regulation of the Commission, be granted 
an allocation of broadcast time in proportion 
to the amount of contributions under $250 
such a candidate has received when com
pared to such contributions received by can
didates of the major parties, provided that 
such proportion exceeds 5%. The Commission 
shall require licensees operating television 
broadcasting stations to enter into a pooling 
agreement to ameliorate any disproportion
ate financial impact on particular licensees. 
For purposes of this subsection, a major 
party is a party which obtained more than 
5% of the popular vote in the previous presi
dential election. 

(e) CONDITIONS AND LIMITATIONS.-The enti
tlement of any legally qualified candidate to 
television broadcast time under subsection 
(a) is conditional upon (1) signing an agree
ment to forego both the purchase of any ad
ditional amount of television broadcast 
time, and the acceptance of any additional 
amount of television broadcast time pur
chased by another, during the period that 
such time is made available with respect to 
such candidacy pursuant to subsection (a) 
and the Commission's regulations, and (2) fil
ing a copy of such agreement with the Com
mission. 

(f) PENALTIES AND REMEDIES.-Any can
didate who purchases or accepts purchased 
television broadcast time in violation of 
such agreement shall be subject, upon con
viction, to imprisonment of up to one year or 
a fine of up to $10,000, or both. Any licensee 
who sells television broadcast time to a can
didate, who has filed an agreement, in excess 
of the time to be provided by such licensee to 
such candidate pursuant to subsection (a) 
and the Commission's regulations shall be 
subject to appropriate disciplinary action by 
the Commission, including (1) an order re
quiring the licensee to provide an equal 

amount of time to other candidates for the 
same office, or (2) an order revoking the li
censee's license. 

Sec. 2. Sec. 315 of the Communications Act 
of 1934 is further amended as follows: (1) in 
subsection (b) by striking the phrase "The 
charges" and inserting in lieu thereof "Ex
cept to the extent that the provisions of sub
section (a) apply, the charges"; (2) by redes
ignating subsections (b), (c), and (d) as (f), 
(g), and (h) respectively; and (3) by adding 
"generally" after " Rules and regulations" in 
redesignated subsection (h). 

SEC. 3. Subsection (a)(7) of section 312 of 
the Communications Act of 1934, as amended, 
is amended to read as follows: "(7) for willful 
or repeated failure to comply with the provi
sions of section 315 of this title." 

SEC. 4. Subsection (8) of section 301 of the 
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 
U.S.C. 431), as amended, relating to exclu
sions from the definition of contributions, is 
amended as follows: (1) at the end of para
graph (B)(xiii) by striking the semicolon; (2) 
at the end of paragraph (B)(xiv) by striking 
the period and inserting "; and" in lieu 
thereof; and (3) at the end of paragraph (B) 
by adding the following: "'(xv) the value of 
any television broadcast time provided with
out charge by a licensee pursuant to section 
315(a) of the Communications Act of 1934, as 
amended.'' 

SEC. 5. Subsection (9) of section 301 of the 
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as 
amended, relating to exclusions from the 
definition of expenditures, is amended as fol
lows: (1) by inserting after paragraph (B)(i) 
the following: "(ii) the provision without 
charge of any television broadcast time by a 
licensee pursuant to section 315(a) of the 
Communications Act of 1934, as amended;" 
and (2) be redesignating subsequent subpara
graphs accordingly. 

SEC. 6. The Federal Communications Com
mission shall study the application of sec
tion 315(a) of the Communications Act of 
1934, as amended by this Act, to the first gen
eral election campaign conducted under the 
provisions of that section and shall report 
the results of that study, together with rec
ommendations, including recommendations 
for legislation, not later than the first day of 
March following such general election. The 
study shall also evaluate the desirability and 
feasibility of extending the provisions of sec
tion 315(a) of the Communications Act of 1934 
to primary and other election campaigns. 

SEC. 7. The Federal Communications Com
mission shall promulgate rules and regula
tions to implement this Act no later than 180 
days after the date of enactment of this Act. 
Sections 1 and 2 of this Act shall not take ef
fect until the first day of July following the 
promulgations of such rules and regulations. 

[From Roll Call, Apr. 29, 1993) 
WISHFUL THINKING 

Since we have no great enthusiasm for the 
campaign finance reform bill that President 
Clinton is about to unveil, we have no great 
sympathy for the biggest political problem 
contained in it: where to find the "public fi
nancing" that will provide the incentive for 
candidates to accept spending limits and the 
rest of the bill's paraphernalia. 

The Supreme Court has ruled that the gov
ernment can't force candidates to accept 
limits, but it can, apparently, entice them 
by the following bargain: If you will agree to 
spend no more than, say, $600,000 on your 
House campaign, we will give you $200,000 of 
that. Where will the $200,000 come from? 
That's the rub. It's such a vexing problem 
that, in last year's version of the campaign 
bill, which passed both houses but was ve-
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toed by President Bush, the little matter of 
the source of public financing was simply 
left out. This year, that blank has to be 
filled in. Tim Curran reported in these pages 
Monday that some of the money will be pro
vided by a taxpayer checkoff on tax returns 
(what wishful thinking!), and other funds 
will come from the Treasury as a result of 
ending the tax-deductibility of lobbying ex
penses. 

While it's true that lobbyists are not held 
in high esteem by all elements of the popu
lation, the notion of denying that lobbying 
activities are legitimate business expenses is 
simply outrageous. Lobbying is a direct re
sult of the fact that, like it or not, govern
ment affects every aspect of economic life in 
America today. Threatened by targeted 
taxes and regulations, a business (and by 
that term we mean owners, managers, and 
rank-and-file workers) has to make its case. 
If it doesn't it could disappear. Besides, de
nying a tax deduction would hurt small com
panies far more than large ones. And th·e 
plan will probably backfire, anyway. Ameri
cans might reason-quite correctly-that if 
all this money is there to be scooped up by 
the Treasury, why shouldn't it be used to 
close the deficit rather than be sent to poli
ticians so they can buy those nasty ads? 

We doubt seriously that the public will ac
cept public financing, in whatever disguise. 
And, as we said, that bothers us not one 
whit. Despite the hysteria of the New York 
Times editorial page, the truth is that cam
paign reform, as the Democrats conceive of 
it, is simply another cleverly packaged in
cumbent-protection device (in this regard, 
see "The Briar Patch," Roll Call, Feb. 15). 
We wouldn't be heartbroken to see no change 
at all to the current system, but the best 
change-and the easiest to implement, since 
it offends neither party (though it does vex 
one big interest group) is still available, ripe 
for the picking. That change is to force all 
radio and TV broadcasters, as a condition of 
license renewal, to give free air time to gen
eral-election candidates. What the average 
challenger needs is $200,000 to $300,000 worth 
of advertising to get into the game. Broad
casters, made rich through government lar
gesse, should happily provide this air time as 
a public service. We wouldn't monkey with 
any other features of the current system
except, of course, to end soft money and bun
dling (yes, even for EMIY's List). 

[From Roll Call, May 20, 1991] 
FREE TV TIME, Now 

The Senate is at last facing up to the ques
tion of how to pay for "public" financing of 
campaign costs. It's clear that getting the 
public itself to pick up the tab is not going 
to work politically-nor should it. Oklahoma 
Democratic Sen. David Boren's notion of 
finding the money by ending deductions for 
corporate lobbying activity is at least a 
crack at a solution, but it's manifestly un
fair. The federal government's activities cur
rently affect, in a severe way, the profit and 
loss statements of every US corporation. It 
seems to us that spending money to try to 
affect government decisions constitutes a 
perfectly legitimate (and, therefore, deduct
ible) business expense in such an environ
ment. When the government stops making 
decisions that drastically affect business, 
then lobbying expenses can be made non-de
ductible. 

We've said before that the way to make 
Hill races more competitive is to provide 
candidates with a threshhold level of funding 
(perhaps $100,000 to $200,000 in House races) 
by giving them free time to broadcast TV 

and radio spots. And who will foot the bill 
for that "free" time? The broadcasters them
selves. Sen. William Roth CR-Del) has an in
teresting wrinkle on this idea-give can
didates free time but don't allow them to 
buy any more. As he said on the Senate floor 
Tuesday, "By cutting the largest cost of a 
campaign for a candidate in return for a 
commitment not to purchase or accept addi
tional television time, my proposal includes 
within it a limit on spending regarding the 
single most significant budget item in any 
campaign. I believe that my proposal might 
serve as a possible compromise between the 
parties, should they so desire." Here is a 
spending limit that Republicans may be able 
to live with. 

The Senate is currently debating S.3, the 
Boren campaign reform bill. That bill, while 
it means well, contains some noxious provi
sions, such as prohibiting PAC donations. 
And its chances of becoming law are vir
tually nil; the President will not accept 
spending limits or public financing, and the 
Boren bill has both. But perhaps Roth has 
come up with the answer in his legislation, 
S. 1062. We urge the Senate to consider seri
ously self-limiting free TV time. And let the 
broadcasters. whose federal licenses are ac
tually licenses to print money, do their pa
triotic duty. 

[From Roll Call, Feb. 25, 1991] 
THAT CAMPAIGN MONEY 

Before members of the new task force on 
campaign finance reform start ripping the 
current system to shreds, they should read 
carefully the 70-page document that the FEC 
has produced on the 1990 election cycle. The 
FEC's fine statistical work is summarized in 
our article on page one. It shows that cam
paign spending was down significantly-by 
some $14 million-in the '90 cycle compared 
with the '88 cycle. There are reasons given, 
certainly, including a sluggish economy and 
a supposed lack of hot Senate races. Actu
ally, some Senate contests were exceedingly 
hot-Levin vs. Schuette in Michigan cost $10 
million, Simon vs. Martin in Illinois cost $13 
million, Kerry vs. Rappaport in Massachu
setts cost $13 million, and Helms vs. Gantt in 
North Carolina cost $26 million, to cite only 
a few. The fanatics can make all the excuses 
they want, but the fact is that overall spend
ing fell, and PAC giving rose by only 2 per
cent. 

What are we to make of the numbers? 
First, they suggest strongly that we should 
take a circumspect attitude toward sweeping 
campaign reform. The average Congressional 
candidate raised $267,120; that is not an enor
mous amount of money. Incumbents out
spent challengers by a wide margin, but that 
is to be expected. Incumbents, by definition, 
already have the approval of voters. We 
shouldn't be amazed that such approval is af
firmed through campaign contributions. The 
numbers also suggest a certain self-restraint 
on the part of P ACs. Rightly or wrongly (and 
we believe wrongly), PA Cs have taken the 
brunt of the campaign-finance criticism. 
PAC directors know they're under scrutiny, 
and there is evidence that they are lighten
ing up. This is exactly the sort of market
place reaction that's healthy. To complain 
about the influence of large donors like 
PACs is legitimate, but to make serious 
structural changes in the campaign finance 
system could be very dangerous. 

More important than the aggregate fig
ures, however, is the fine print. The clear 
conclusion to be drawn is that money alone 
does not win elections. In Minnesota, Demo
cratic challenger Paul Wellstone, for exam-

ple, spent $1.3 million to beat Sen. Rudy 
Boschwitz; the incumbent spent nearly $8 
million. In New Jersey, Christine Whitman 
(R) spent $800,000 and received 49 percent of 
the vote; the winner, Sen. Bill Bradley (D), 
spent more than $12 million. 

On the House side, Rep. Vic Fazio (D-Calif) 
spent $1 million but received only 55 percent 
of the vote against two opponents who to
gether spent $40,000. Rep. Newt Gingrich (R
Ga) spent $1.5 million and took just 51 per
cent against David Worley (D), who spent 
only $334,000. Rep. Bill Lowery (R-Calif) 
spent $576,000 but beat his opponent, who 
spent $72,000, by a margin of only 49 to 44 
percent. 

Figures like these strongly indicate that 
money is overrated as a factor in our politi
cal life. More subtly, they seem to say that 
perhaps beyond a certain threshold, perhaps 
as low as $100,000 or $200,000, marginal spend
ing does not have a big effect. That is why 
we believe that the most important cam
paign reform is the simplest: Allow can
didates of major parties free broadcast time 
on TV and radio, perhaps $100,000 in House 
races. Such a system would obviate some of 
the need for time-consuming fundraising and 
would level the playing field for challengers. 

[From the Washington Post, Dec. 24, 1986] 
WHY CANDIDATES SHOULD GET FREE TV TIME 

(By Charles Krauthammer) 
Campaign '86 has already made its mark. 

Political advertising has reached a nadir of 
nattering negativism. The volume and pitch 
of negative advertising has itself become a 
major issue. (More than half of all political 
ads are negative, versus 5 percent in com
mercial advertising.) Hence a new etiquette: 
a James Broyhill commercial (Senate, North 
Carolina) pauses to call for "a clean cam
paign" before attacking opponent Terry San
ford. And some delicious touches: during a 
television debate, Roy Romer (governorship, 
Colorado) offers his hand to his opponent for 
a mutual moratorium on negative ads. Hand 
and offer refused. Life. 

This may also be the year the American 
campaign finally went indoors, never to 
come out. ("A political rally in California 
consists of three people around a television 
set," observed Bob Shrum, Sen. Alan Cran
ston's media man.) But the market-Le. elec
torate-will rule on negative advertising. 
And there is not much point decrying the 
electronic campaign. Might as well decry the 
demise of the slide rule. Technology has its 
imperatives. The real scandal of American 
elections is not the fact of television adver
tising nor the negative content, but the 
money it takes to buy it. 

In any reasonable-sized state, campaigning 
has been streamlined. It now consists of two 
activities: fund-raising and media buys. 
Raise money from rich people to buy the 
means to persuade everybody else. The can
didate has no choice. Campaign costs have 
gone from $750,000 per Senate race in 1980 to 
$3 million in 1984. The 18 hottest races in the 
'86 campaign have already reached that level 
and there are two weeks still to go. 

Why so much? Television. On average more 
than half of all campaign money goes to TV 
advertising. In Florida the two Senate can
didates, Paula Hawkins and Bob Graham, 
will likely spend over $7 million between 
them on television alone. In California, the 
candidates are spending about $10 million 
each, mostly for media. 

The result? A set of rich people (donors) 
grows powerful, and a set of powerful people 
(owners of television stations) grows rich. A 
cozy arrangement within the, shall we say, 
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ruling class. The result is an extraordinary, 
and extraordinarily unnecessary, augmenta
tion of its power. 

The rich already have more than their 
share of power in a democracy. That can be 
cured in two ways. By abolishing the rich, a 
method amply shown to be the surest road to 
general poverty. Or by loosening their grip 
on the electoral process. 

How? The approach until now has been, as 
usual, supply side. We pretend to fight drugs 
by burning out Bolivian suppliers; we pre
tend to fight campaign corruption by limit
ing the supply of political money. 

Campaign laws that limit giving have pro
duced their inevitable, if unintended, con
sequences. Among them are the wild pro
liferation of special interest P ACs, the ab
surd political windfall for rich candidates 
(you can give as much as you want to your
self: John Dyson just gave himself $6 million 
to lose a New York Senate primary), and the 
premium on glamorous friends who can raise 
large sums with a concert at their Malibu es
tate. 

Candidates should not have to spend all 
their time in the salons of the rich or of pop 
stars to get money to pay for ads to engage 
in the most important political speech of the 
day, TV speech. There is a simpler way. De
mand-side: make political advertising on tel
evision and radio free. Take away the largest 
financial drain on campaigns and the de
mand for political money falls. And with it 
falls the political price extracted from the 
candidate-and the democracy- by donors. 

Airwaves, like landing rights or Yellow
stone camp grounds, are a scarce national re
source to be regulated by government. Sen
sibly, the American government does not op
erate the airwaves. It allocates them to pri
vate persons. Television licenses are unbe
lievably lucrative. In major markets a tele
vision station is worth about a quarter of a 
billion dollars. The physical plant costs 
roughly $5-$10 million. Much of the dif
ference is the value of the operating license, 
a gift from the FCC. Recipients of that gift 
should minimally be required to grant free 
air time for political speech. 

Taxpayers should not have to pay for it. 
Nor should candidates. Nor, beyond their 
quota of free time, should candidates be per
mitted to buy more. Otherwise the whole 
point of free media-fairness and reducing 
the political utility of money-is defeated. 

True, a fixed amount of television time is 
a kind of restriction on political speech. But 
(1) the amount of free time can be made 
large. (2) It works elsewhere: Britain has a 
similar system, and British democracy is not 
noticeably impaired. And (3) you can' t have 
everything. There is a trade-off. In a democ
racy, power depends on votes. To the extent 
that votes are less a slave to money, democ
racy is enhanced. If the price for that is cur
tailing, at the margin, the political speech of 
the rich and famous, we will have found our
selves a bargain. 

By Mr. BAUCUS: 
S. 894. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 to deny the bene
fits of certain export subsidies in the 
case of . exports of certain unprocessed 
timber; to the Committee on Finance. 

TIMBER EXPORT ACT OF 1993 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I 
rise today to introduce the Domestic 
Timber Conservation Act of 1993. This 
bill is designed to address the pro bl em 
of the exportation of raw logs cut on 
private land. 

The timber industry in the western 
United States is in a period of dramatic 
change. In the Pacific Northwest we 
are witnessing a complicated and bitter 
forest policy standoff. While the spot
ted owl has been the centerpiece of this 
crisis, the issue runs much deeper. The 
disappearance of abundant old growth, 
the shift of industry investment to the 
Southeast and overseas, modern tech
nology, overcutting for short-term 
profit, increased environmental regula
tion, and log exports have combined to 
forever change the character of Wash
ington and Oregon's timber industry. 

In the forests of the Rocky Mountain 
States we see similarly serious prob
lems for our domestic timber industry. 
For example, in Montana, the amount 
of timber offered on Forest Service 
land has shrunk by half in the past 
year. 

While workers and. timber-dependent 
communities attempt to adjust to the 
new reality of reduced timber supply, 
the export of logs and jobs overseas 
continues unabated. Between 1981 and 
1988, west coast log exports doubled. In 
1992, Washington and Oregon exported 
2.3 billion board feet of unmilled logs
a significant number when you con
sider that the highest annual cut for 
Washington and Oregon was just over 5 
billion board feet in 1988. 

Timber has become a precious re
source. If we are to adjust to these new 
realities, to protect jobs, to protect the 
economies of timber-dependent com
munities, we must provide incentives 
to squeeze the very last bit of value 
from every log that is harvested from 
public and private lands. Instead of ex
porting raw logs, we should be using 
these logs to manufacture housing, fur
niture, and other value-added products. 

Yet our current Tax Code provides 
exactly the opposite incentive. At a 
time when American timber workers 
are hanging on for dear life, it makes 
absolutely no sense to provide timber 
companies with a tax incentive to ex
port raw logs. It should be national 
policy to see that these logs feed mills 
in States such as Oregon, Washington, 
Idaho, and Montana. The logs, the jobs 
they create, and the dollars they bring 
into the local communities should stay 
in the United States. At the very least, 
the Federal Government should not be 
providing tax incentives to companies 
who would rather export logs, and jobs, 
overseas. 

The export of logs from western Fed
eral lands has been limited since 1968 
and banned outright since 1973. In 1991, 
Senator PACKWOOD and I introduced 
legislation which was signed into law 
that closed the remaining loopholes on 
the public land log exports. 

This legislation takes an additional, 
necessary step in this direction. It will 
eliminate the generous international 
tax provisions in the Internal Revenue 
Code that encourage timber companies 
to look abroad rather than concentrate 

on the health and stability of the tim
ber industry at home. 

Specifically, this bill will eliminate 
the opportunity to avoid U.S. tax 
through the sale of unprocessed timber 
by a foreign sales corporation. This 
would be accomplished by amending 
the tax law to insure that unprocessed 
timber not be considered export prop
erty eligible for an exemption from 
U.S. income tax. 

Further, all sales of unprocessed tim
ber would be deemed to be U.S. source, 
negating the potential for benefit 
under the foreign tax credit rules. 

Finally, the legislation provides that 
the proceeds from the sale of unproc
essed timber through a controlled for
eign subsidiary would not be eligible 
for deferral. Thus, the income from 
such sales will be taxable in the year of 
sale regardless of whether the proceeds 
are repatriated to the United States. 

It is estimated that this legislation 
will save U.S. taxpayers approximately 
$500 million over a 5-year period. More 
importantly, it will serve to protect 
the jobs of hard-working Americans 
and extend the lives of mills so vital to 
the social fabric of timber-dependent 
communities throughout the north
western United States. 

Madam President, I want to empha
size that the purpose of this legislation 
is to address a problem unique to the 
timber industry. As a long-time sup
porter of growing the export base of 
the agriculture industry, it is not my 
intention to have the measures used in 
this bill applied to agriculture or any 
other industry now or in the future. 

I urge my colleagues to join with me 
in supporting this legislation. Together 
with the House, where a companion bill 
has already been introduced, we can 
succeed in curbing the flow of raw logs 
to foreign lands and save thousands of 
jobs in the process. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that the text of the bill be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 894 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION I. DENIAL OF CERTAIN EXPORT SUB

SIDIES. 
(a) FOREIGN SALES CORPORATIONS.-Para

graph (2) of section 927(a) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to exclusion 
of certain property) is amended by striking 
"or" at the end of subparagraph (C), by 
striking the period at the end of subpara
graph (D) and inserting " , or", and by adding 
at the end thereof the following: 

"(E) any unprocessed timber which is a 
softwood. 

For purposes of subparagraph (E), the term 
'unprocessed timber' means any log, cant, or 
similar form of timber." 

(b) DOMESTIC INTERNATIONAL SALES COR
PORATIONS.-Paragraph (2) of section 993(c) of 
such Code (relating to exclusion of certain 
property) is amended by striking "or" at the 
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end of subparagraph (C), by striking the pe
riod at the end of subparagraph (D) and in
serting " , or", and by adding after subpara
graph (D) the following : 

"(E) any unprocessed timber which is a 
softwood. 

For purposes of subparagraph (E), the term 
'unprocessed timber' means any log, cant, or 
similar form of timber." 

(c) TITLE-PASSAGE RULE.-Subsection (b) of 
section 865 of such Code (relating to source 
rules for personal property sales) is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following: 
"Notwithstanding the preceding sentence, 
any income from the sale of any unprocessed 
timber which is a softwood and was cut from 
an area in the United States shall be sourced 
in the United States and the rules of sections 
862(a)(6) and 863(b) shall not apply to any 
such income. For purposes of the preceding 
sentence, the term 'unprocessed timber' 
means any log, cant, or similar form of tim
ber." 

(d) ELIMINATION OF DEFERRAL.-Subsection 
(d) of section 954 of such code is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
paragraph: 

"(4) SPECIAL RULE FOR CERTAIN TIMBER 
PRODUCTS.-For purposes of subsection (a)(2), 
the term 'foreign base company sales in
come' includes any income (whether in the 
form of profits, commissions, fees, or other
wise) derived in connection with-

"(A) the sale of any unprocessed timber re
ferred to in section 865(b), or 

"(B) the milling of any such timber outside 
the United States. 

Subpart G shall not apply to any amount 
treated as subpart F income by reason of 
this paragraph." 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to sales, ex
changes, or other dispositions after the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

By Mr. PRYOR (for himself, Mr. 
DANFORTH, Mr. BOREN' and Mr. 
JOHNSTON): 

S. 895. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 with respect to 
the treatment of the rehabilitation 
credit under the passive activity limi
tation and the alternative minimum 
tax; to the Committee on Finance. 

HISTORIC REHABILITATION TAX CREDIT 
EXPANSION ACT OF 1993 

• Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation to put 
the historic rehabilitation tax credit 
back to work. 

The National Park Service calls the 
historic rehabilitation tax credit one of 
the most effective urban revitalization 
tools implemented by the Federal Gov
ernment. Its data shows that this tax 
credit has served as a powerful incen
tive channeling approximately $16 bil
lion in private investment into some 
25,000 preservation projects since it was 
first enacted in 1978. These private dol
lars attracted by the rehab credit 
brought decent housing, jobs, and com
mercial activity back to impoverished 
neighborhoods and replaced a sense of 
futility with pride in community. 

Unfortunately, the Tax Reform Act 
of 1986 crippled the effectiveness of the 
rehab credit. The limitations placed on 
the credit has caused a 75-percent de
cline in the number of projects and a 

drop from $2.4 billion in private invest
ment during fiscal year 1985 to $600 
million during fiscal year 1991. 

Mr. President, the historic rehabili
tation credit is a powerful and effective 
tool that should be put back to work 
for the American people, and I am 
pleased to announce that my distin
guished colleague, the senior Senator 
from Missouri, Senator DANFORTH, has 
joined me to lead the effort to reinvig
orate the credit. We are also joined by 
our distinguished colleague on the Fi
nance Committee, Senator BOREN, who 
we are proud to have as part of this im
portant cause. 

The bill we introduce today will 
stimulate private investment to under
used and often abandoned properties by 
partially lifting the passive loss and in
come limits imposed on the use of the 
credit, and by affording limited relief 
from the alternative minimum tax for 
incentives provided by the credit. The 
effect will be to trigger immediate eco
nomic activity, create quality jobs, 
provide affordable housing, conserve 
our Nation's current resources, stimu
late and nurture small business, and 
rebuild our communiti~s' spirit. 

Mr. President, I would like to dem
onstrate the effectiveness of the rehab 
credit through a few studies and exam
ples. 

First, the rehab credit stimulates the 
economy. According to the Department 
of Commerce's econometric model for 
measuring the economic impact of 39 
categories of economic activity, reha
bilitation is the only category which is 
in the top 20 percent in terms of eco
nomic impact in all three means of 
measuring impact-increase in house
hold incomes, number of jobs created, 
and overall impact on the other 38 cat
egories of activity. 

Second, the rehab credit creates jobs. 
Department of Commerce data shows 
every $1 million in private money in
vested in rehabilitation creates 5 more 
construction jobs and three more per
manent jobs than the same amount in
vested in new construction. 

Third, the rehab credit provides af
fordable housing. Over 21,600 units of 
low and moderate income housing have 
been created in historic rehabilitation 
projects since 1977. While the 1986 Tax 
Reform Act greatly reduced the 
amount of rehabilitation activity, 
housing has consistently remained the 
most common use of historic rehabili
tation projects nationwide. 

Fourth, the rehab credit saves re
sources. A recent Rutgers University 
study found that preserving cities and 
containing sprawl could save the State 
of New Jersey about $1.3 billion in cap
ital infrastructure costs and 30,000 
acres of prime farmland by the year 
2010. It is far less expensive to upgrade 
and use existing public infrastructure 
than to create new systems beyond the 
edges of the city, frequently plowing 
under scarce open space. 

Fifth, the rehab credit stimulates 
and nurtures small business. Restored 
and recycled commercial and indus
trial buildings can be magnets for new 
business endeavors, from retail shops 
to start-up manufacturing business, 
providing long-term jobs for minority 
and other inner-city residents. The 
Main Street program of the National 
Trust for Historic Preservation has 
helped to facilitate the reuse of older 
buildings in more than 700 towns and 
cities in 34 States in the past 12 years. 
This effort has generated more than 
20,000 new businesses and 60,000 new 
jobs. 

And finally Mr. President, the rehab 
credit builds community spirit. When a 
neighborhood is saved and renewed, in
stead of left to deteriorate, its resi
dents develop pride in the community. 
For example, the local residents of the 
Springfield neighborhood in Jackson
ville, FL, restored old houses and re
vived faltering businesses, and notably, 
there was a 36 percent decrease in vio
lent crime reported in 1 year following 
these improvements. 

In his campaign, President Clinton 
expressed support for restoration of the 
rehab credit. It is my hope that the ad
ministration will take notice of our ef
fort and explore the facts surrounding 
the proven success of the rehab credit 
to meet the many important goals that 
I have cited. 

Also, I urge my colleagues to join 
Senator DANFORTH, Senator BOREN, and 
myself in supporting this effort to put 
the rehab credit back to work for 
America. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the bill be included in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 895 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Historic Re
habilitation Tax Credit Expansion Act of 
1993". 
SEC. 2. TREATMENT OF REHABILITATION CREDIT 

UNDER PASSIVE ACTIVITY LIMITA
TIONS. 

(a) GENERAL RULE.-Paragraphs (2) and (3) 
of section 469(i) of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 (relating to $25,000 offset for rental 
real estate activities) are amended to read as 
follows: 

"(2) DOLLAR LIMITATIONS.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-Except as otherwise pro

vided in this paragraph, the aggregate 
amount to which paragraph (1) applies for 
any taxable year shall not exceed $25,000 re
duced (but not below zero) by 50 percent of 
the amount (if any) by which the adjusted 
gross income of the taxpayer for the taxable 
year exceeds $100,000. 

"(B) PHASEOUT NOT APPLICABLE TO LOW-IN
COME HOUSING CREDIT.-In the case of the por
tion of the passive activity credit for any 
taxable year which is attributable to any 
credit determined under section 42-

"(i) subparagraph (A) shall not apply, and 
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"(ii) paragraph (1) shall not apply to the 

extent that the deduction equivalent of such 
portion exceeds-

"(!) $25,000, reduced by 
"(II) the aggregate amount of the passive 

activity loss (and the deduction equivalent 
of any passive activity credit which is not so 
attributable and is not attributable to the 
rehabilitation credit determined under sec
tion 47) to which paragraph (1) applies after 
the application of subparagraph (A). 

"(C) $55,500 LIMIT FOR REHABILITATION CRED
ITS.-ln the case of the portion of the passive 
activity credit for any taxable year which is 
attributable to the rehabilitation credit de
termined under section 47-

"(i) subparagraph (A) shall not apply, and 
"(ii) paragraph (1) shall not apply to the 

extent that the deduction equivalent of such 
portion exceeds-

"(!) $55,500, reduced by 
"(II) the aggregate amount of the passive 

activity loss (and the deduction equivalent 
of any passive actfvity credit which is not so 
attributable) to which paragraph (1) applies 
for the taxable year after the application of 
subparagraphs (A) and (B). 

"(3) ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME.-For pur
poses of paragraph (2)(A), adjusted gross in
come shall be determined without regard 
to--

"(A) any amount includable in gross in
come under section 86, 

"(B) any amount excludable from gross in
come under section 135, 

"(C) any amount allowable as a deduction 
under section 219, and 

"(D) any passive activity loss." 
(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(1) Subparagraph (B) of section 469(i)(4) of 

such Code is amended to read as follows: 
"(B) REDUCTION FOR SURVIVING SPOUSE'S 

EXEMPTION.-For purposes of subparagraph 
(A), the $25,000 amounts under paragraph 
(2)(A) and (2)(B)(ii) and the $55,500 amount 
under paragraph (2)(C)(ii) shall each be re
duced by the amount of the exemption under 
paragraph (1) (determined without regard to 
the reduction contained in paragraph (2)(A)) 
which is allowable to the surviving spouse of 
the decedent for the taxable year ending 
with or within the taxable year of the es
tate ." 

(2) Subparagraph (A) of section 469(i)(5) of 
such Code is amended by striking clauses (i), 
(ii), and (iii) and inserting the following: 

"( i) '$12,500' for '$25,000' in subparagraphs 
(A) and (B)(ii) of paragraph (2), 

"(ii) '$50,000' for '$100,000' in paragraph 
(2)(A)", and 

"(iii) '$27,750' for '$55,500' in paragraph 
(2)(C)(ii)." . 

(3) The subsection heading for subsection 
(i) of section 469 of such Code is amended by 
striking "$25,000". 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to property 
placed in service on or after May 5, 1993, in 
taxable years ending on or after such date. 
SEC. 3. REHABILITATION CREDIT ALLOWED TO 

OFFSET PORTION OF ALTERNATIVE 
MINIMUM TAX. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 38(c) of the Inter
nal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to limita
tion based on amount of tax) is amended by 
redesignating paragraph (2) as paragraph (3) 
and by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

"(2) REHABILITATION INVESTMENT CREDIT 
MAY OFFSET PORTION OF MINIMUM TAX.-

"(A) IN GENERAL.-In the case of the reha
bilitation investment tax credit-

"(i) this section and section 39 shall be ap
plied separately with respect to such credit, 
and 

"(ii) for purposes of applying paragraph (1) 
to such credit-

"(I) the tentative minimum tax under sub
paragraph (A) thereof shall be reduced by the 
minimum tax offset amount determined 
under subparagraph (B) of this paragraph, 
and 

"(II) the limitation under paragraph (1) (as 
modified by subclause (I)) shall be reduced 
by the credit allowed under subsection (a) for 
the taxable year (other than the rehabilita
tion investment tax credit). 

"(B) MINIMUM TAX OFFSET AMOUNT.-For 
purposes of subparagraph (A)(ii)(l), the mini
mum tax offset amount is an amount equal 
to-

"(i) in the case of a taxpayer not described 
in clause (ii), the lesser of-

"(l) 25 percent of the tentative minimum 
tax for the taxable year, or 

"(II) $20,000, or 
"(ii) in the case of a C corporation other 

than a closely held C corporation (as defined 
in section 469(j)(l)), 5 percent of the tentative 
minimum tax for the taxable year. 

" (C) REHABILITATION INVESTMENT TAX CRED
IT.-For purposes of this paragraph, the term 
'regular investment tax credit' means the 
portion of the credit under subsection (a) 
which is attributable to the credit deter
mined under section 47." 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 38(d) 
(relating to components of investment cred
it) is amended by adding at the end the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

"(4) SPECIAL RULE FOR REHABILITATION 
CREDIT.-Notwithstanding paragraphs (1) and 
(2), the rehabilitation investment tax credit 
(as defined in subsection (c)(2)(C)) shall be 
treated as used last." 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1992.• 

By Mr. METZENBA UM (for him
self and Mr. JEFFORDS): 

S. 896. A bill to amend the Federal 
Land Policy and Management Act of 
1976 to promote ecologically heal thy 
and biologically diverse ecosystems on 
rangelands used for domestic livestock 
grazing, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

THE RANGELANDS RESTORATION ACT OF 1993 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I 
introduce legislation in behalf of my
self and the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. JEFFORDS]. 

Today we are introducing the Range
land Restoration Act of 1993, to address 
the issues of grazing fees on Govern
ment-owned land and the Federal Gov
ernment's management of those lands. 

The grazing fee issue is straight
forward. For the privilege of grazing on 
public lands, livestock operators in the 
West pay roughly one-fifth of the aver
age market price for private grazing 
lands. These producers pay $1.86 per 
animal per month to graze public 
lands. The average westwide private 
land lease rate in 1993 is $10.03 per ani
mal per month. 

The Federal Government expends 
over $72 million annually to administer 
a livestock grazing program on Bureau 
of Land Management and Forest Serv
ice lands. However, the grazing fee re
ceipts generate less than $22 million for 
the Federal Treasury. 

Who pays for the shortfall? The tax
payer. To the tune of $52 million a 
year. The taxpayer pays $52 million a 
year for a privilege enjoyed by only 8 
percent of the livestock producers in 
the United States. 

While the limited access of this pro
gram may be alarming, an even smaller 
percentage of permit holders control 
roughly one-third to one-half of all 
livestock in the program. A GAO re
port released last week noted that just 
6 percent of those holding permits con
trol almost half of the animals allowed 
to graze on Forest Service land. In a 
report released last year, the GAO 
found similar concentrations on Bu
reau of Land Management lands. 

The bottom line is that the Federal 
taxpayers largely subsidize the live
stock operations of a few operators. 
Who are these privileged few? Persons 
listed in Forbes magazine's list of the 
wealthiest individuals in the United 
States, corporations with assets worth 
more than a billion dollars. People and 
companies who can afford to pay their 
fair share in grazing fees. 

Under the legislation we are intro
ducing today, the Government will 
charge the permi ttee a fee based on the 
average market price paid to private 
property owners for livestock grazing. 
The Secretary will set this fee by con
sulting the Department of Agri
culture's survey of the market rate for 
private leases in the West. There is no 
reason why the Government must 
charge 20 percent of what a rancher is 
willing to pay for grazing cattle on pri
vately owned property. It is high time 
that the taxpayers of this country re
ceive fair market value for grazing on 
their land. 

This legislation also goes beyond a 
mere increase in the fee charged for 
livestock grazing. It provides an incen
tive for the permit holder to take care 
of the land. It authorizes the Secretary 
to reduce the fee for good stewardship 
on public lands. Livestock operators 
who take appropriate steps to improve 
the rangeland, or manage their grazing 
activities to avoid ecological damage 
on the permitted land would be enti
tled to a reduction in the fee charged. 
However, the fee charged would never 
drop below the cost of administering 
the program. 

Let me reemphasize that point. Our 
legislation will reward good steward
ship on public lands, but it will not 
allow the Federal grazing program to 
lose money. 

This legislation also addresses the 
need to improve our management of 
Federal rangelands and riparian areas. 
The General Accounting Office has doc
umented at length how significant 
tracts of land in the Federal grazing 
program have deteriorated as a con
sequence of overgrazing and poor man
agement practices. Our legislation will 
require the agencies that administer 
the grazing program to pursue methods 
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of rangeland management that will im
prove the condition of the rangeland. 

Furthermore, our bill will require the 
agency to conduct a suitability review 
to determine whether grazing is an ap
propriate use of a particular tract in 
the Federal grazing program. Often 
grazing permits and leases are issued 
without an adequate assessment of the 
condition of the land, its capacity to 
support livestock grazing, or any po
tential conflicts that grazing may have 
with other public land uses. A failure 
to act in some of the most fragile ri
parian areas may cause permanent 
damage to the existing ecosystems. 

Lastly, let me add that I was dis
appointed when the President removed 
the grazing fee increase from his budg
et. The administration has promised to 
look at this issue, and I am aware that 
the Secretary of the Interior is holding 
field hearings in the West this week on 
raising grazing fees. However, the fact 
that the administration dropped the 
fee increase from the budget at the re
quest of a few Senators does not mean 
that this issue is not off limits for de
bate in the U.S. Senate. 

I plan on working with the Secretary 
and other Members of Congress to de
velop a solution to this problem. This 
legislation lays a solid foundation for a 
fee increase and management reform in 
the Federal grazing program. For the 
taxpayers who foot the bill for this pro
gram on their land, increasing the 
grazing fee and improving the manage
ment of the public lands are reforms 
that are long overdue. 

Mr. J EFFORDS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to cosponsor the Rangelands 
Restoration Act of 1993 with my distin
guished colleague from Ohio, Senator 
METZENBAUM. 

Our bill is designed to promote sound 
public rangeland stewardship by offer
ing livestock grazers a financial incen
tive: a reduction in grazing fees. This 
concept has been applied successfully 
in New Mexico on State grazing lands. 

Our bill also establishes different fees 
to reflect the vast difference in forage 
conditions that exist in Montana, say, 
and Nevada or Arizona. 

Senator METZENBAUM and I thought 
it important to introduce a grazing bill 
as soon as possible. Interior Secretary 
Bruce Babbitt currently is holding pub
lic hearings on the grazing issue across 
the West and is considering adminis
trative action to increase the fees. But 
I want to point out that I will offer an 
amendment to this legislation soon. 

My concern throughout this often ac
rimonious debate has been how to 
structure a fee formula that protects 
small ranchers and nearby rural com
munities from the adverse impacts of a 
fee increase. But we simply must put 
the program on a pay as you go basis. 
The trick is to raise fees on those who 
can afford it. 

Legislative authority for the grazing 
fee formula expired in 1985. The author-

izing committee has had over 7 years 
to change the formula. It didn't hold a 
hearing until last year. When the En
ergy and Natural Resources Committee 
was faced with reconciliation instruc
tions assuming a fee increase earlier 
this year, we heard bitter complaints 
about being forced to do something too 
hastily. 

The fee was $2.31 per animal unit 
month [AUM] in 1981. This year, it's 
$1.86/ A UM-a decline of more than 19 
percent just in nominal terms. Accord
ing to the Bureau of Land Management 
[BLM] and the Forest Service, grazing 
fees, on average, amount to just 3 per
cent of the cash costs of raising cattle. 
An increase won't bankrupt ranchers, 
but it will pay the cost of the program. 

More importantly, the fee can be in
creased in a way that does not harm 
the small rancher. This is so because 
just a few ranchers control most of the 
grass. BLM, for instance, has 18,000 per
mi ttees. The top 20 individuals control 
9.3 percent of the forage; the top 500 
control 37 percent of the forage. 

Who are these large permittees? 
Some are publicly traded corporations, 
such as Sierra Pacific Resources and 
Metropolitan Life. Both list over $1 bil
lion in assets. Dan Russell is another. 
He has 21 ranches that include over 5 
million acres of Federal land. He has 
the 16th largest cow-calf operation in 
the country, according to the National 
Cattlemen's Association. Perhaps you 
have heard of J.R. Simplot. He sells po
tatoes to McDonald's and has family 
holdings in excess of $500 million, ac
cording to Forbes. These fellows can 
pay more. 

I offered an amendment last year to 
establish two fees: A lower fee for 
ranchers with fewer than 500 head of 
cattle or 2,500 head of sheep, and a 
higher fee for ranchers with herds or 
flocks above those thresholds. That 
reasonable amendment was tabled by a 
50-44 vote. The bottom line is that the 
authorizing committee, if it has the 
will, can restructure grazing fees to 
generate revenue for deficit reduction 
without harming small ranchers and 
the rural communities dependent upon 
them. I urge my colleagues to cospon
sor this legislation and the amendment 
I will be offering shortly. Let's send 
our Western friends a message: It's 
time for change on the range. 

By Mr. BINGAMAN: 
S. 897. A bill to authorize a project to 

demonstrate the feasibility of voting 
by telephone; to the Committee on 
Rules and Administration. 

TELEPHONE VOTING LEGISLATION 

• Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
offer legislation that would provide im
proved accessibility for the disabled 
and others who may not be able to 
travel to a polling precinct but who are 
interested in participating in our elec
toral process. This legislation would do 
so by expediting the development of 
voting by phone. 

Mr. President, in my home State of 
New Mexico, the secretary of state and 
Sandia National Laboratories recently 
conducted an experiment to explore 
some of the possible benefits of phone 
voting. Selected high school students 
participated in a mock election in 
which they were asked to select Presi
dential and congressional candidates. 

The experiment was judged an over
all success by students, the secretary 
of state, and Sandia National Labora
tories. Some refinement, especially in 
the area of voter security, is still nec
essary, however. Ensuring the accuracy 
and secrecy of each vote is imperative. 
Ensuring that the entire phone voting 
system is immune to hacking, or enter
ing fraudulent votes, is also essential. 
Al though these security concerns are 
not unique to phone voting, the tech
nology enabling voting by phone can 
help address them. 

Fortunately, our national labora
tories have developed expertise in secu
rity technology. Sandia National Lab
oratories, for example, has a long his
tory of ensuring the integrity of high 
risk security systems, including those 
serving embassies, weapon storage fa
cilities, and nuclear facilities. It seems 
that the use of this technology to en
hance the security of voting systems is 
a good example of how we can develop 
the technology of our national labora
tories for civilian purposes. 

The legislation I am introducing 
today, Mr. President, would enhance 
this development by authorizing up to 
$2 million for a consortium including 
one or ·more of our national labora
tories and a State government to ad
dress remaining issues in phone voting 
and demonstrate the feasibility of vot
ing by phone. 

It is my strong belief that such a 
project will enhance our electoral proc
ess, and lead the way for full citizen 
participation in voting into the 21st 
century.• 

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, 
Mr. SIMON, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. 
HARKIN, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. 
KERREY' Mr. LEAHY' Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Mr. METZENBAUM, 
Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. MITCHELL, 
Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN, Mr. MOY
NIHAN' Mrs. MURRAY' Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER, Mr. SARBANES, 
and Mr. WELLSTONE): 

S. 898. A bill to provide for the admis
sion of the State of New Columbia into 
the Union; to the Committee on Gov
ernmental Affairs. 

D.C. STATEHOOD LEGISLATION 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, it is a 
privilege to join 16 of my colleagues-
Senators SIMON, FEINGOLD, HARKIN, 
INOUYE, KERREY, LEAHY, LIEBERMAN, 
METZENBAUM, MIKULSKI, MITCHELL, 
MOSELEY-BRAUN, MOYNIHAN, MURRAY, 
ROCKEFELLER, SARBANES, and 
WELLSTONE-in introducing legislation 
to make the District of Columbia the 
51st State of the American Union. 
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The issue is one of simple justice for 

the 600,000 citizens of the Nation's Cap
ital. Nowhere in America should the 
principles of democracy be more firmly 
established than in the District of Co
lumbia. 

The second-class citizenship of Dis
trict residents makes a mockery of the 
principles of representative govern
ment on which our Nation was founded. 
The time has come to end the unac
ceptable status of the District of Co
lumbia as America's last colony. 

The residents of the District deserve 
to be full-fledged Americans, with the 
same rights and responsibilities as the 
citizens of every other State. 

The District of Columbia clearly 
meets the generally accepted standards 
for the admission of States to the 
Union. Its resources and population are 
sufficient to support statehood, and the 
people of the District have strongly ex
pressed their desire for statehood. In 
1982, in support of statehood, the resi
dents of the District convened a con
stitutional convention and drafted and 
ratified a State constitution. 

The District has a thriving private 
sector and a sound and diverse eco
nomic base. It is time to put to rest, 
once and for all, the shameful myth 
that D.C. is nothing more than a col
lection of Federal monuments, Federal 
employees, and foreign embassies. Con
trary to popular belief, 70 percent of 
D.C. residents are employed outside the 
Federal Government. 

The population of the District today 
is greater than that of three States. In 
1991, citizens of the District paid $3.1 
billion in taxes to the U.S. Treasury
more than the citizens of eight States. 
The District lost more young men in 
the Vietnam war than 10 States; it 
ranked fifth per capita in the number 
of Reserves called to active duty in the 
Persian Gulf war. By every reasonable 
measure of comparison, the District de
serves to become a State. 

Nothing in the Constitution prohibits 
legislation by Congress to make D.C. a 
State. Our proposed statute carves out 
the Capitol, the White House, and 
other essential parts of the seat of the 
Federal Government as a Federal en
clave over which Congress will con
tinue to exercise exclusive jurisdiction, 
as the Constitution provides. 

Taxation without representation is 
no more acceptable in the America of 
1993 than it was in 1773. The State of 
New Columbia deserves to become the 
51st State of the American Union. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill may be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 898 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the Uni ted States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITI..E. 

This Act may be cited as the " New Colum
bia Admission Act" . 

SEC. 2. ADMISSION INTO THE UNION. 
Subject to the provisions of this Act, and 

upon issuance of the proclamation required 
by section 7(d)(l) of this Act, the State of 
New Columbia (hereinafter referred to as 
" the State") is declared to be a State of the 
United States of America, is declared admit
ted into the Union on an equal footing with 
the other States in all respects whatever, 
and the constitution adopted by the Council 
of the District of Columbia in the Constitu
tion for the State of New Columbia Approval 
Act of 1987 (D.C. Law 7-8) , subject to ratifica
tion by a majority of the registered qualified 
electors of the District of Columbia, is found 
to be republican in form and in conformity 
with the Constitution of the United States 
and the principles of the Declaration of Inde
pendence and is accepted , ratified, and con
firmed. 
SEC. 3. CONSTITUTION. 

The constitution of the State of New Co
lumbia shall always be republican in form 
and shall not be repugnant to the Constitu
tion of the United States and the principles 
of the Declaration of Independence. 
SEC. 4. TERRITORIES AND BOUNDARIES. 

(a) Subject to the provisions of this sec
tion, the State of New Columbia shall con
sist of all of the territory, together with the 
territorial waters, of the District of Colum
bia. The State of New Columbia shall not in
clude the National Capital Service Area of 
the District of Columbia, which is described 
in subsection (b). As of the date of admission 
of New Columbia into the Union, the District 
of Columbia shall consist of the National 
Capital Service Area. 

(b) The National Capital Service Area, sub
ject to the provisions of section 16, is com
prised of the principal Federal monuments, 
the White House, the Capitol Building, the 
United States Supreme Court Building, and 
the Federal executive, legislative, and judi
cial office buildings located adjacent to the 
Mall and the Capitol Building. 

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this section or of section 16, the boundaries 
of the State of New Columbia shall include 
the District Building. 
SEC. 5. COMPACT WITH UNITED STATES; CLAIMS 

TO FEDERAL LANDS AND PROPERTY. 
(a) As a compact with the United States, 

the State and its people disclaim all right 
and title to any lands or other property not 
granted or confirmed to the State or its po
litical subdivisions by or under the authority 
of this Act, the right or title to which is held 
by the United States or subject to disposi
tion by the United States. 

(b)(l) Nothing contained in this Act shall 
recognize, deny, enlarge, impair, or other
wise affect any claim against the United 
States, and any such claim shall be governed 
by applicable laws of the United States. 

(2) Nothing in this Act is intended or shall 
be construed as a finding, interpretation, or 
construction by the Congress that any appli
cable law authorizes, establishes, recognizes, 
or confirms the validity or invalidity of any 
such claim, and the determination of the ap
plicability or effect of any law to any such 
claim shall be unaffected by anything in this 
Act. 

(c) No taxes shall be imposed by the State 
upon any lands or other property now owned 
or hereafter acquired by the United States, 
except to the extent as Congress may permit. 

(d)(l) Upon the admission of the State of 
New Columbia into the Union, the annual 
Federal payment authorized to be appro
priated to the District of Columbia shall be 
authorized to be appropriated to the State of 
New Columbia. Nothing in this Act is in-

tended to alter the basis for the Federal pay
ment to the District of Columbia or the 
State of New Columbia. 

(2) Not later than 7 months before the be
ginning of each fiscal year. the Governor 
shall submit a report to Congress on the ef
fects of the presence of the seat of the Fed
eral Government within or adjacent to the 
State on the revenues and expenditures of 
the State, and shall include in the report in
formation relating to-

(A) services rendered to the Federal Gov
ernment and services rendered because of the 
State's proximity to the seat of the Federal 
Government, and the cost to the State of 
providing such services; 

(B) potential revenues lost because of the 
presence of the Federal Government within 
or adjacent to the State, including Feder
ally-imposed height or other restrictions on 
buildings located within the State and reve
nues not obtainable because of a lack of tax
able property and business income within 
the State; and 

(C) potential revenues gained because of 
the presence of the Federal Government 
within or adjacent to the State. 

(3) At the time the Governor submits the 
report described in paragraph (2) to Con
gress, the Governor shall submit copies of 
the report to the Directors of the Congres
sional Budget Office and the Office of Man
agement and Budget, who shall submit re
ports to Congress analyzing the Governor's 
report not later than 30 days after receiving 
copies of the report. 

(e) The State may not change any provi
sion of its Constitution concerning height 
limitations on buildings without the consent 
of Congress. 

<O Nothing in this Act or the Constitution 
or laws of the State may be construed to per
mit the State to refuse to allow an individ
ual to serve as a qualified registered elector 
of the State solely because the individual re
sides in the National Capital Service Area. 
SEC. 6. STATE TITI..E TO LANDS AND PROPERTY. 

(a) The State of New Columbia and its po
litical subdivisions shall have and retain 
title or jurisdiction for purposes of adminis
tration and maintenance to all property, real 
and personal, with respect to which title or 
jurisdiction for purposes of administration 
and maintenance is held by the territory of 
the District of Columbia as of the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 

(b) All laws of the United States reserving 
to the United States the free use or enjoy
ment of property which vests in or is con
veyed to the State of New Columbia or its 
political subdivisions pursuant to this sec
tion or reserving the right to alter, amend, 
or repeal laws relating thereto shall cease to 
be effective upon the admission of the State 
of New Columbia into the Union. 
SEC. 7. ELECTIONS. 

(a)(l) Not more than sixty days after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the President 
of the United States shall certify such enact
ment to the Mayor of the District of Colum
bia. Not more than thirty days after such 
certification the Mayor of the District of Co
lumbia shall issue a proclamation for the 
elections, subject to the provisions of this 
Act, for officers of all State elective offices 
provided for by the constitution of the pro
posed State of New Columbia and for two 
Senators and one Representative in Con
gress. 

(2) In the first election of Senators from 
the State (pursuant to paragraph (1)) the two 
senatorial offices shall be separately identi
fied and designated, and no person may be a 
candidate for both offices. No such identi-
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fication or designation of either of the two 
senatorial offices shall refer to or be taken 
to refer to the terms of such offices, or in 
any way impair the privilege of the Senate 
to determine the class to which each of the 
Senators elected shall be assigned. 

(b) The proclamation of the Mayor of the 
District of Columbia required by subsection 
(a) shall provide for the holding of a primary 
election and a general election and at such 
elections the officers required to be elected 
as provided in subsection (a) shall be chosen 
by the people. Such elections shall be held, 
and the qualifications of voters shall be, as 
prescribed by the constitution of the pro
posed State of New Columbia for the election 
of members of the proposed State legisla
ture. Election returns shall be made and cer
tified in such manner as the constitution of 
the proposed State of New Columbia may 
prescribe. The Mayor of the District of Co
lumbia shall certify the results of such elec
tions to the President of the United States. 

(c)(l) At an election designated by procla
mation of the Mayor of the District of Co
lumbia, which may be the primary or the 
general election held pursuant to subsection 
(b), a territorial general election, or a spe
cial election, there shall be submitted to the 
electors qualified to vote in such election, 
for adoption or rejection, the following prop
ositions: 

(A) New Columbia shall immediately be ad
mitted into the Union as a State. 

(B) The boundaries of the State of New Co
lumbia shall be as prescribed in the New Co
lumbia Admission Act and all claims of the 
State to any areas of land or sea outside the 
boundaries so prescribed are hereby irrev
ocably relinquished to the United States. 

(C) All provisions of the New Columbia Ad
mission Act, including provisions reserving 
rights or powers to the United States and 
provisions prescribing the terms or condi
tions of the grants of lands or other property 
made to the State of New Columbia, are con
sen ted to fully by the State and its people. 

(2) In the event the propositions under 
paragraph (1) are adopted in such election by 
a majority of the legal votes cast on such 
submission, the proposed constitution of the 
proposed State of New Columbia, adopted by 
the Council of the District of Columbia in 
the Constitution for the State of New Colum
bia Approval Act of 1987 (D.C. Law 7-8), shall 
be deemed amended accordingly. 

(3) In the event any one of the propositions 
under paragraph (1) is not adopted at such 
election by a majority of the legal votes cast 
on such submission, the provisions of this 
Act shall cease to be effective. 

(4) The Mayor of the District of Columbia 
is authorized and directed to take such ac
tion as may be necessary or appropriate to 
ensure the submission of such propositions 
to the people. The return of the votes cast on 
such propositions shall be made by the elec
tion officers directly to the Board of Elec
tions of the District of Columbia, which shall 
certify the results of the submission to the 
Mayor. The Mayor shall certify the results of 
such submission to the President of the 
United States. 

(d)(l) If the President finds that the propo
sitions set forth in subsection (c)(l) have 
been duly adopted by the people of New Co
lumbia, the President, upon certification of 
the returns of the election of the officers re
quired to be elected as provided in sub
section (a), shall issue a proclamation an
nouncing the results of such election as so 
ascertained. Upon the issuance of such proc
lamation by the President, the State of New 
Columbia shall be deemed admitted into the 
Union as provided in section 2 of this Act. 

(2) Until the State of New Columbia is ad
mitted into the Union, individuals holding 
legislative, executive, and judicial offices of 
the District of Columbia, including the Dele
gate in Congress from the District of Colum
bia, shall continue to discharge the duties of 
their respective offices. Upon the issuance of 
such proclamation by the President of the 
United States and the admission of the State 
of New Columbia into the Union, the officers 
elected at such election, and qualified under 
the provisions of the constitution and laws 
of such State, shall proceed to exercise all 
the functions pertaining to their offices in, 
under. or by authority of the government of 
such State, and offices not required to be 
elected at such initial election shall be se
lected or continued in office as provided by 
the constitution and laws of such State. The 
Governor of such State shall certify the elec
tion of the Senators and Representative in 
the manner required by law, and the Sen
ators and Representative shall be entitled to 
be admitted to seats in Congress and to all 
the rights and privileges of Senators and 
Representatives of other States in the Con
gress of the United States. 
SEC. 8. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES MEMBER

SHIP. 
The State of New Columbia upon its admis

sion into the Union shall be entitled to one 
Representative until the taking effect of the 
next reapportionment, and such Representa
tive shall be in addition to the membership 
of the House of Representatives as now pre
scribed by law, except that such temporary 
~ncrease in the membership shall not operate 
to either increase or decrease the permanent 
membership of the House of Representatives 
or affect the basis of apportionment for the 
Congress. 
SEC. 9. LAWS IN EFFECT. 

Upon admission of the State of New Co
lumbia into the Union, all of the territorial 
laws then in force in the Territory of the 
District of Columbia shall be and continue in 
force and effect throughout the State, except 
as modified or changed by this Act, or by the 
Constitution of the State, or as thereafter 
modified or changed by the legislature of the 
State. All of the laws of the United States 
shall have the same force and effect within 
the State as elsewhere in the United States. 
SEC. 10. CONTINUATION OF SUITS. 

(a) No writ, action, indictment, cause, or 
proceeding pending in any court of the Dis
trict of Columbia or in the United States 
District Court for the District of Columbia 
shall abate by reason of the admission of the 
State of New Columbia into the Union, but 
shall be transferred and shall proceed within 
such appropriate State courts as shall be es
tablished under the constitution of the 
State, or shall continue in the United States 
District Court for the District of Columbia, 
as the nature of the case may require. And 
no writ, action, indictment, cause, or pro
ceeding shall abate by reason of any change 
in the courts, but shall proceed within the 
State or United States courts according to 
the laws thereof, respectively. The appro
priate State courts shall be the successors of 
the courts of the District of Columbia as to 
all cases arising within the limits embraced 
within the jurisdiction of such courts, re
spectively, with full power to proceed with 
such cases, and award mesne or final process 
therein, and all files, records, indictments, 
and proceedings relating to any such writ, 
action, indictment, cause, or proceeding 
shall be transferred to such appropriate 
State courts and shall be proceeded with 
therein in due course of law. 

(b) All civil causes of action and all crimi
nal offenses which shall have arisen or been 

committed prior to the admission of the 
State, but as to which no writ, action, in
dictment, or proceeding shall be pending at 
the date of such admission, shall be subject 
to prosecution in the appropriate State 
courts or in the United States District Court 
for the District of Columbia in like manner, 
to the same extent, and with like right of ap
pellate review, as if such State had been cre
ated and such State courts had been estab
lished prior to the accrual of such causes of 
action or the commission of such offenses. 
The admission of the State shall effect no 
change in the substantive or criminal law 
governing causes of action and criminal of
fenses which shall have arisen or been com
mitted, and any such criminal offenses as 
shall have been committed against the laws 
of the District of Columbia shall be tried and 
punished by the appropriate courts of the 
State, and any such criminal offenses as 
shall have been committed against the laws 
of the United States shall be tried and pun
ished in the United States District Court for 
the District of Columbia. 
SEC. 11. APPEALS. 

Parties shall have the same rights of ap
peal from and appellate review of final deci
sions of the United States District Court for 
the District of Columbia or the District of 
Columbia Court of Appeals in any case fi
nally decided prior to the admission of the 
State of New Columbia into the Union, 
whether or not an appeal therefrom shall 
have been perfected prior to such admission. 
The United States Court of Appeals for the 
District of Columbia Circuit and the Su
preme Court of the United States shall have 
the same jurisdiction in such cases as by law 
provided prior to the admission of the State 
into the Union. Any mandate issued subse
quent to the admission of the State shall be 
to the United States District Court for the 
District of Columb!.a or a court of the State, 
as appropriate. Parties shall have the same 
rights of appeal from and appellate review of 
all orders, judgments, and decrees of the 
United States District Court for the District 
of Columbia and of the highest court of the 
State of New Columbia, as successor to the 
District of Columbia Court of Appeals, in 
any case pending at the time of admission of 
the State into the Union, and the United 
States Court of Appeals for the Di.strict of 
Columbia Circuit and the Supreme Court of 
the United States shall have the same juris
diction therein, as by law provided in any 
case arising subsequent to the admission of 
the State into the Union. 
SEC. 12. JUDICIAL AND CRIMINAL PROVISIONS. 

Effective upon the admission of New Co
lumbia into the Union-

(1) Section 41 of title 28, United States 
Code is amended in the second column by in
serting ", New Columbia" after "District of 
Columbia". 

(2) The first paragraph of section 88 of title 
28, United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

"The District of Columbia and the State of 
New Columbia comprise one judicial dis
trict.". 
SEC. 13. MILITARY LANDS. 

(a) Subject to subsection (b) and notwith
standing the admission of the State of New 
Columbia into the Union, authority is re
served in the United States for the exercise 
by the Congress of the United States of the 
power of exclusive legislation, as provided by 
article I, section 8, clause 17, of the Constitu
tion of the United States, in all cases what
soever over such tracts or parcels of land lo
cated within the State of New Columbia 
that, immediately prior to the admission of 
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the State, are controlled or owned by the 
United States and held for defense or Coast 
Guard purposes. 

(b)(l ) The State of New Columbia shall al
ways have the right to serve civil or criminal 
process within such tracts or parcels of land 
in suits or prosecutions for or on account of 
rights acquired, obligations incurred, or 
crimes committed within the State but out
side of such tracts or parcels of land. 

(2) The reservation of authority in the 
United States for the exercise by the Con
gress of the United States of the power of ex
clusive legislation over such lands shall not 
operate to prevent such lands from being a 
part of the State of New Columbia, or to pre
vent the State from exercising over or upon 
such lands, concurrently with the United 
States, any jurisdiction which it would have 
in the absence of such reservation of author
ity and which is consistent with the laws 
hereafter enacted by the Congress pursuant 
to such reservation of authority. 

(3) The power of exclusive legislation shall 
vest and remain t~ the United States only so 
long as the particular tract or parcel of land 
involved is controlled or owned by the Unit
ed States and used .for defense or Coast 
Guard purposes, except that the United 
States shall continue to have sole and exclu
sive jurisdiction over such military installa
tions as have been or may be determined to 
be critical areas as delineated by the Presi
dent of the United States or the Secretary of 
Defense . 
SEC. 14. UNITED STATES NATIONALITY. 

No provision of this Act shall operate to 
confer United States nationality, to termi
nate nationality lawfully acquired, or to re
store nationality terminated or lost under 
any law of the United States or under any 
treaty to which the United States is or was 
a party. 
SEC. 15. RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER LAWS. 

No law or regulation which is in force on 
the effective date of this Act shall be deemed 
amended or repealed by this Act except to 
the extent specifically provided herein or to 
the extent that such law or regulation is in
consistent with this Act. 
SEC. 16. NATIONAL CAPITAL SERVICE AREA. 

(a) The National Capital Service Area re
ferred to in section 4 is more particularly de
scribed as follows : 

Beginning at the point on the present Vir
ginia-District of Columbia boundary due 
west of the northernmost point of Theodore 
Roosevelt Island and running due east of the 
eastern shore of the Potomac River; 

thence generally south along the shore at 
the mean high water mark to the northwest 
corner of the Kennedy Center; 

thence east along the north side of the 
Kennedy Center to a point where it reaches 
the E Street Expressway; 

thence east on the expressway to E Street 
Northwest and thence east on E Street 
Northwest to Eighteenth Street Northwest; 

thence south on Eighteenth Street North
west to Constitution Avenue Northwest; 

thence east on Constitution Avenue to 
Seventeenth Street Northwest; 

thence north on Seventeenth Street North
west to Pennsylvania Avenue Northwest; 

thence east on Pennsylvania Avenue to 
Jackson Place Northwest; 

thence north on Jackson Place to H Street 
Northwest; 

thence east on H Street Northwest to 
Madison Place Northwest; 

thence south on Madison Place Northwest 
to Pennsylvania Avenue Northwest; 

thence east on Pennsylvania Avenue 
Northwest to Fifteenth Street Northwest; 
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thence south on Fifteenth Street North
west to Pennsylvania Avenue Northwest; 

thence southeast on Pennsylvania Avenue 
Northwest to John Marshall Place North
west; 

thence north on John Marshall Place 
Northwest to C Street Northwest; 

thence east on C Street Northwest to Third 
Street Northwest; 

thence north on Third Street Northwest to 
D Street Northwest; 

thence east on D Street Northwest to Sec
ond Street Northwest; 

thence south on Second Street Northwest 
to the intersection of Constitution Avenue 
Northwest and Louisiana Avenue Northwest; 

thence northeast on Louisiana Avenue 
Northwest to North Capitol Street; 

thence north on North Capitol Street to 
Massachusetts Avenue Northwest; 

thence southeast on Massachusetts Avenue 
Northwest so as to encompass Union Square; 

thence following Union Square to F Street 
Northeast; 

thence east on F Street Northeast to Sec
ond Street Northeast; 

thence south on Second Street Northeast 
to D Street Northeast; 

thence west on D Street Northeast to First 
Street Northeast; 

thence south on First Street Northeast to 
Maryland Avenue Northeast; 

thence generally north and east on Mary
land Avenue to Second Street Northeast; 

thence south on Second Street Northeast 
to C Street Southeast; 

thence west on C Street Southeast to New 
Jersey Avenue Southeast; 

thence south on New Jersey Avenue South
east to D Street Southeast; 

thence west on D Street Southeast to 
Washington Avenue Southwest; 

thence southeast on Washington Avenue 
Southwest to E Street Southeast; 

thence west on E Street Southeast to the 
intersection of Washington Avenue South
west and South Capitol Street; 

thence northwest on Washington Avenue 
Southwest to Second Street Southwest; 

thence south on Second Street Southwest 
to Virginia Avenue Southwest; 

thence generally west on Virginia Avenue 
to Third Street Southwest; 

thence north on Third Street Southwest to 
C Street Southwest; 

thence west on C Street Southwest to 
Sixth Street Southwest; 

thence north on Sixth Street Southwest to 
Independence Avenue; 

thence west on Independence Avenue to 
Twelfth Street Southwest; 

thence south on Twelfth Street Southwest 
to D Street Southwest; 

thence west on D Street Southwest to 
Fourteenth Street Southwest; 

thence south on Fourteenth Street South
west to the middle of the Washington Chan
nel; 

thence generally south and east along the· 
midchannel of the Washington Channel to a 
point due west of the northern boundary line 
of Fort Lesley McNair; 

thence due east to the side of the Washing
ton Channel; 

thence following generally south and east 
along the side of the Washington Channel at 
the mean high water mark, to the point of 
confluence with the Anacostia River, and 
along the northern shore at the mean high 
water mark to the northernmost point of the 
Eleventh Street Bridge; 

thence generally south and east along the 
northern side of the Eleventh Street Bridge 
to the eastern shore of the Anacostia River; 

thence generally south and west along 
such shore at the mean high water mark to 
the point of confluence of the Anacostia and 
Potomac Rivers; 

thence generally south along the eastern 
shore at the mean high water mark of the 
Potomac River to the point where it meets 
the present southeastern boundary line of 
the District of Columbia; 

thence south and west along such south
eastern boundary line to the point where it 
meets the present Virginia-District of Co
lumbia boundary; and 

thence generally north and west up the Po
tomac River along the Virginia-District of 
Columbia boundary to the point of begin
ning. 

(b) Where the area in subsection (a) is 
bounded by any street, such street, and any 
sidewalk thereof, shall be included within 
such area. 

(c)(l) Any Federal real property affronting 
or abutting, as of the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the area described in subsection 
(a) shall be deemed to be within such area. 

(2) For the purposes of paragraph (1) Fed
eral real property affronting or abutting 
such area described in subsection (a) shall-

(A) be deemed to include, but not limited 
to, Fort Lesley McNair, the Washington 
Navy Yard, the Anacostia Naval Annex, the 
United States Naval Station, Bolling Air 
Force Base, and the Naval Research Labora
tory; and 

(B) not be construed to include any area 
situated outside of the District of Columbia 
boundary as it existed immediately prior to 
the date of the enactment of this Act, nor be 
construed to include any portion of the Ana
costia Park situated east of the northern 
side of the Eleventh Street Bridge, or any 
portion of the Rock Creek Park. 
SEC. 17. STATEHOOD TRANSITION COMMISSION. 

(a) There is established a Statehood Tran
sition Commission. 

(b) The Commission shall be composed of 
thirteen members appointed as follows: 

(1) three shall be appointed by the Presi
dent; 

(2) two shall be appointed by the Speaker 
of the House; 

(3) two shall be appointed by the President 
of the Senate; 

(4) three shall be appointed by the Mayor 
of the District of Columbia; and 

(5) three shall be appointed by the Council 
of the District of Columbia. 

(c) The Commission shall advise the Presi
dent, the Congress, the Mayor, the Council , 
and the Governor and House of Delegates for 
the State of New Columbia, as appropriate, 
concerning necessary procedures to effect an 
orderly transition to statehood for the Dis
trict of Columbia and other matters relating 
to the assumption of the property, functions , 
and activities of the District of Columbia by 
the State of New Columbia during the first 2 
years of the existence of the State of New 
Columbia. The Commission shall submit 
such reports as the Commission considers ap
propriate or as may be requested. 

(d) The Commission shall cease to exist 2 
years after the date of the admission into 
the Union of the State of New Columbia. 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I am 
pleased today to join my colleague 
from Massachusetts, Senator KENNEDY, 
to introduce legislation to grant state
hood to the District of Columbia. 

Our legislation will permit residents 
of the District of Columbia to do what 
virtually all other Americans have the 
right to do-elect voting representa-
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tion in the U.S. Senate and in the U.S. 
House of Representatives. 

There are those who say that state
hood for the District of Columbia re
quires an amendment to the Constitu
tion rather than action by Congress on 
a statute. As chairman of the Constitu
tion Subcommittee, I have considered 
that argument and am persuaded that 
a constitutional amendment is not re
quired. 

Article I, section 8, clause 17 of the 
U.S. Constitution provides for a dis
trict of not more than 100 square miles, 
outside of the boundaries of any State, 
to serve as the Nation's Capital. At 
present, the District measures 68.25 
square miles. The Constitution speci
fies no minimum area. A bill that 
grants statehood to much of the Dis
trict while leaving a Federal enclave to 
serve as a capitol under the control of 
Congress would meet the requirements 
of article I. Our bill does that. 

For the approximately three-quarters 
of a million people who are District 
residents, statehood is a long time in 
coming and critically needed today. In 
May 1982, delegates to the District of 
Columbia Statehood Constitutional 
Convention convened for the adoption 
of a District constitution. The resi
dents of the District approved it at the 
November 1982 election. 

The legislation we introduce today 
will adopt that Constitution and grant 
statehood to the District. District resi
dents have spoken out for statehood for 
many years and it is time for their sta
tus to evolve to full statehood. 

The people of the District of Colum
bia and, I might add, of Puerto Rico, 
serve bravely in our Armed Forces but 
cannot vote for the men and women in 
the House and Senate who make the 
war declaration. Unlike the residents 
of Puerto Rico, who are largely exempt 
from Federal taxes, District residents 
pay taxes and have no Federal rep
resentation. Taxation without rep
resentation was wrong in 1775 and it is 
wrong today. District residents face 
the anomalous situation of being host 
to Congress and having no say in Con
gress. We ought not to have second
class citizenship in this Nation. Ac
cepting the District of Columbia as a 
State will once and for all end that in
equity for these American citizens. 

By Mr. DANFORTH (for himself, 
Mr. COHEN, and Mr. BRADLEY): 

S. 899. A bill to require the Attorney 
General to prepare an evaluation and 
report on potential problem officer 
early warning programs and to develop 
a model potential problem officer early 
warning program, and to express the 
sense of the Congress that the Attor
ney General, under existing authori
ties, should provide assistance to local 
jurisdictions in establishing procedures 
to identify and provide guidance to po
lice officers who demonstrate the po
tentiality of having difficulty dealing 

with members of the public on a con
sistent basis; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

POLICE LEGISLATION 

•Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, I 
rise today, together with Senators 
COHEN and BRADLEY, to introduce legis
lation which calls upon the resources 
of the office of the U.S. Attorney Gen
eral to study and develop preemptive 
measures to reduce the incidence of po
lice brutality. 

Our democracy relies on local police 
to implement the foremost mandate of 
Government: ensuring domestic tran
quility. I have enormous admiration 
and respect for our police. The over
whelming majority of police officers 
are committed, conscientious profes
sionals. Police men and women lit
erally risk life and limb to serve their 
communities and keep them safe. No 
public service is more important or dif
ficult. 

It is also true that allegations of po
lice brutality are often baseless. A re
port by the New York City Board, 
which the nonpartisan Vera Institute 
for Justice found to be without preju
dice either for or against police, 
showed a total of 2,376 complaints for 
excessive force during 1990. Of those, 
only 81 cases resulted in a finding 
against the police officer. According to 
Manhattan district attorney Robert M. 
Morgenthau, many complaints are fab
ricated by arrested criminals hoping to 
gain leverage in bargaining their case. 
Many complaints-but not all. And 81 
cases in one city in 1 year is too many. 
As this country has now seen with 
graphic detail, there are police officers 
who use their uniforms and badges to 
inflict unnecessary violence. I hope 
that this bill, which helps the law en
forcement community address police 
brutality preventatively, will help re
duce this much publicized and inflamed 
problem and strengthen the moral au
thority of all police officers and de
partments in the Nation. 

For 2 years, the Rodney King case 
has riveted the entire country. Millions 
of Americans reacted with outrage to 
the graphic violence caught on a by
stander's videotape. The initial acquit
tal of the police officers, despite the 
tape's images, acted as a catalyst 
which unleashed tremendous domestic 
violence and civil unrest. Few really 
believe the rioters and looters and 
arsonists were motivated by their so
cial consciences. But that does not di
minish the brutality of Rodney King's 
arrest or the disenfranchisement many 
minorities feel in this country. The po
lice must be the allies and agents of do
mestic tranquility at all times and not 
excuses for mayhem. Their uniforms 
should represent protection and peace, 
not persecution. 

For these reasons, it is important to 
help police departments improve the 
strained relations and diminish the dis
trust that sometimes exists between 

them and the communities they serve. 
Police live on the frontlines of violence 
all day, every day. They are out
n umbered and restricted . by rules of 
conduct which criminals despise. It is 
inevitable that breakdowns will occur; 
that anger, anxiety, fear, or stress will 
overwhelm reason and training. Inevi
table, perhaps, but never acceptable. 
Especially not after Rodney King. We 
must respond. Some police depart
ments are installing video cameras in 
patrol cars. But we cannot rely on the 
threat of discovery alone. Police offi
cers who are nearing the danger zone 
must be identified and helped, before 
they cross over the line. 

For example, in my own State, the 
Kansas City Police Department's early 
warning system . has been hailed by 
many as a success. It was featured in 
the May 11, 1992, edition of U.S. Newr & 
World Report as a program that can 
and should be duplicated by other 
urban police jurisdictions. 

The Kansas City program tracks citi
zen complaints against officers. These 
complaints range from alleged verbal 
insults to unnecessary violence against 
suspects. Officers with three or more 
complaints in a 6-month period may be 
sent to training classes as are all offi
cers with under 3 years' experience. 
These classes emphasize communica
tion techniques for defusing volatile 
encounters on the streets. Officers are 
also taught to avoid nonverbal behav
iors that can generate hostility. Stress 
management and conflict resolution 
seminars are required. 

In practice, this program has signifi
cantly reduced the number of com
plaints and incidents of brutality in 
the Kansas City Police Department. It 
is a thoughtful, well-designed program 
which works. We should encourage 
other urban police jurisdictions to im
plement similar programs. 

Mr. President, the legislation we are 
introducing today requires the Na
tional Institute of Justice to evaluate 
the effectiveness of existing and past 
potential problem officer early warning 
programs, like Kansas City's, and to 
construct a model that can be dupli
cated. The legislation also expresses a 
sense of the Congress that the Attor
ney General under existing authority 
provide assistance to local jurisdic
tions in establishing such a program. 

Last week, in a speech to the Amer
ican Bar Association's Conference on 
Civil Rights, Attorney General Janet 
Reno, spoke about our need to work on 
the basics, to reweave the fabric of so
ciety. One way she said that we can 
help is to improve the manner in which 
we teach conflict resolution. We can 
make a difference, she said, "in the 
manner we train our police officers to 
become sensitive, caring, brave, and 
wonderful people, as most police offi
cers are." Mr. President, she is right. 
This bill will help. 
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con

sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 899 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, · 
SECTION 1. POTENI'IAL PROBLEM OFFICER 

EARLY WARNING PROGRAMS. 
(a) DECLARATIONS.-The Congress finds and 

declares that- · 
(1) police brutality is a problem of deep 

concern; and 
(2) the Congress has an interest in assist

ing local units in creating early warning sys
tems that are effective, resilient, and afford
able to the local units. 

(b) DEFINITION.-In this Act, "potential 
problem officer ~rly warning program" 
means a system of procedures that is de
signed to-

(1) identify police officers who have been 
the subject of an excessive number of legiti
mate complaints of excessive use of force by 
members of the public or have otherwise 
demonstrated the potentiality of having dif
ficulty dealing appropriately with members 
of the public; 

(2) provide assistance to such officers in 
avoiding such difficulty in the future, in
cluding the provision of training in commu
nication techniques, conflict resolution, and 
stress management; and 

(3) apply discipline where appropriate. 
(C) EVALUATION AND REPORT.-
(1) EVALUATION.-The Attorney General, 

acting through the Director of the National 
Institute of Justice, shall-

(A) conduct an evaluation of potential 
problem officer early warning programs that 
are being or have been utilized by units of 
local government, including analyses of-

(i) the effect on such programs of factors 
such as the population and geographic size 
and characteristics of a jurisdiction and the 
ability of such programs to adjust in a resil
ient manner to changes in such factors; 

(ii) the potential savings that local govern
ments can realize from the operation of such 
programs as a result of the reduction in the 
number of citizen complaints, the reduction 
in the number of occasions in which it is nec
essary to change the duty assignments of or 
to dismiss (and replace) problem officers, and 
other beneficial effects; 

(iii) the positive and negative effects that 
such programs may have on the law enforce
ment system, such as their effect on police 
morale and the ability of police officers to 
perform their law enforcement duties; 

(iv) the ability of such programs to ensure 
the exoneration of officers whose conduct is 
proper while identifying those whose conduct 
indicates the necessity or desirability of pro
phylactic action; and 

(v) the costs of establishing such programs 
and of operating and monitoring the effec
tiveness of such programs on a permanent 
basis; 

(B) develop a model early warning system 
that is effective, capable of adjusting to 
changing circumstances, and affordable to 
units (or combinations of units) of local gov
ernment of jurisdictions (or combinations of 
jurisdictions) with populations of 50,000 or 
more; and 

(C) prepare and disseminate to the law en
forcement community, including Federal, 
State and local law enforcement agencies, 
findings and recommendations made as a re-

sult of the evaluation for the establishment 
of such programs. 

(2) REPORT.-On or before October 1, 1994, 
the Attorney General shall submit to Con
gress a report addressing the matters de
scribed in paragraph (1), with recommenda
tions concerning the need or appropriateness 
of further action by the Federal Govern
ment. 

(3) EXPENSES.-Expenses incurred in con
ducting the evaluation and developing a 
model potential problem officer early warn
ing system under paragraph (1) shall be paid 
out of funds that are available to the Na
tional Institute of Justice and not specifi
cally appropriated for other purposes, to the 
extent that such funds can be made available 
without increasing the amount of appropria
tions for the National Institute of Justice for 
any fiscal year over the amount appropriated 
for fiscal year 1993. 

(d) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-It is the sense of 
Congress that-

(1) the Attorney General should, under ex
isting authorities and using appropriations 
available for those authorities and funds oth
erwise available to the Attorney General, 
make seed money grants of up to $25,000 each 
to units (or combinations of units) of local 
government of jurisdictions (or combina
tions of jurisdictions) of a population of 
50,000 or more for the purpose of assisting the 
police department (or other entity that per
forms the functions of a police department) 
in establishing a potential problem officer 
early warning program; 

(2) a unit of local government should be el
igible to receive a grant described in sub
section (c) if-

(A) its police department (or other entity 
that performs the functions of a police de
partment) adopts and enforces-

(i) a written policy prohibiting the use of 
unreasonable or unnecessary physical force 
by law enforcement officers; and 

(ii) written procedures for receiving and in
vestigating citizen complaints alleging mis
conduct by law enforcement officers; 

(B) the program to be funded includes pro
visions for continuing self-monitoring of the 
program, including the provision to the At
torney General of information that may be 
useful in performing the evaluation and de
veloping the model program described in 
subsection (d)(l); and 

(C) the grant recipient demonstrates a 
commitment to the long-term continuance 
of the program and the reduction of the inci
dence of police brutality; 

(3) a policy described in paragraph (2)(A) 
should-

(A) restrict the use of force to cir
cumstances authorized by law and to the de
gree minimally necessary to accomplish a 
lawful law enforcement purpose; and 

(B) include procedures for reporting and 
monitoring the use of force by officers with
in the jurisdiction of the department; 

(4) the procedures described in paragraph 
(2)(B) should require that complainants-

(A) be allowed to receive copies of their 
complaints; 

(B) be informed of the findings, disposition, 
and specific disciplinary actions, if any, re
sulting from their complaints; and 

(C) be permitted to attend any disciplinary 
hearings that result from their complaints; 

(5) a unit (or combination of units) of local 
government should receive grants descriped 
in this subsection in amounts that do not ex
ceed $50,000 in the aggregate; and 

(6) the total amount of grants described in 
this subsection that are made during fiscal 
years 1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, and 1998 should not 
exceed $5,000,000.• 

• Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join my colleagues, Senator 
DANFORTH and Senator BRADLEY, in in
troducing legislation to help restore 
public confidence in law enforcement 
and reduce the incidence of police bru
tality in this country. 

Police brutality has long been a trag
ic and volatile problem. The violence 
resulting from the videotaped beating 
of Rodney King was a potent and 
frightening symbol of the problems fac
ing urban America and of the pro bl ems 
facing segments of our police culture. 
This symbolic association may have 
helped to focus national attention on 
the problem of police brutality. How
ever, the national attention is very lit
tle comfort to Mr. King and the thou
sands of other police brutality victims 
in the face of the permanent emotional 
and physical trauma they have under
gone. Moreover, it should be very little 
comfort to American society in general 
considering the powers and responsibil
ities with which we entrust our Na
tion's police forces. 

It is also little comfort to the major
ity of our police officers. For all the 
hard-working and courageous officers 
who risk their lives to protect the pub
lic, nothing could be more infuriating 
than the erosion of public confidence in 
their profession because of the shame
ful acts of a few individuals. The blows 
to Rodney King were deeply felt in the 
hearts of all police officers who have 
dedicated their lives to putting an end 
to this very kind of injustice. 

Public mistrust of the police not only 
undermines the law enforcement pro
fession; it represents a real danger to a 
civil society. As Justice Louis Brandeis 
warned in 1928, "If the Government be
comes a lawbreaker, it breeds con
tempt for law; it invites every man to 
become a law unto himself; it invites 
anarchy.'' 

This mistrust is doubly frustrating 
because studies show that police offi
cers who abuse their responsibilities 
represent a tiny fraction of the Na
tion's law enforcement community. In 
Chicago, for example, a 1989 study con
cluded that 437 officers out of the 
11,000-member Chicago police force had 
more than 1 excessive force complaint. 
Nevertheless, while this is a small 
number in relative terms, it is 437 too 
many. 

The legislation we are introducing 
today would help ensure that the ex
cessive use of police force receives 
proper attention at the national level. 
Our legislation would direct the Attor
ney General to develop a model early 
warning system that would identify 
problem officers and train them in 
techniques such as conflict resolution, 
stress management, and communica
tions skills. The Justice Department 
would make this model program avail
able to interested local police depart
ments. 

The legislation also expresses con
gressional interest in providing finan-
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cial assistance to local governments 
that wish to develop early warning pro
grams. Specifically, it states the sense 
of the Congress that the Attorney Gen
eral should use up to $5 million of ex
isting discretionary funds to provide 
local police departments with seed
money to create early warning sys
tems. 

This legislation is not a panacea to 
police brutality. However, I believe 
that encouraging the development of 
effective early warning systems will 
help police departments improve the 
quality of their force and help ensure 
that the enforcers of our laws do not 
become the breakers of our laws. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
important legislation.• 
• Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I rise 
today to join my colleagues, Senator 
DANFORTH and Senator COHEN, in intro
ducing legislation that will assist po
lice departments in establishing a pro
gram aimed at reducing the incidence 
of excessive use of force by police offi
cers. The Potential Problem Officer 
Early Warning Program will help po
lice departments identify police offi
cers who have been the subject of an 
excessive number of legitimate com
plaints of excessive use of force, or 
have otherwise demonstrated the po
tential for being abusive in dealing 
with the public. Once identified as po
tential problem officers, the early 
warning program would provide the of
ficers with training in communication 
techniques, conflict resolution, stress 
management, and appropriate discipli
nary action where necessary. 

I believe the problem of excessive use 
of force is one that can and must be ad
dressed. Police today are confronted 
with responding to the problems of a 
complex, diverse society. Many of them 
are putting their lives on the line every 
day. I know that the majority of offi
cers perform their jobs and exercise 
their authority when dealing with the 
public in an admirable and courageous 
way. These officers we commend. It is 
only a few police officers that, most 
often in stressful situations, exceed the 
bounds of their authority. This legisla
tion is aimed at these officers. 

The incidence of excessive use of 
force by law ·enforcement officials is 
not insignificant. A 1991 Department of 
Justice study of State and Federal law 
enforcement agencies uncovered 15,279 
reported cases of alleged official mis
conduct during a 6-year period, from 
October 1984 through September 1990, 
that the FBI was called upon to inves
tigate. Annually, the Justice Depart
ment receives about 8,000 complaints of 
criminal civil rights violations. 

When those we entrust to uphold the 
law abuse the law, the result tears at 
the fabric of our society. The destruc
tive riots of South-Central Los Angeles 
that followed the beating of Rodney 
King provides striking evidence of this. 
I believe we need to address the prob-

lem of police brutality before it hap
pens, before citizens are victimized by 
excessive force, before society loses 
confidence and trust in those it assigns 
to enforce the law, and before the rep
utations of the good officers are un
fairly tarnished by the acts of the few 
who abuse their authority. 

The legislation I introduce today 
with my colleagues is designed to pre
vent the excessive use of force before it 
happens. Our legislation requires the 
Attorney General to evaluate and re
port on potential problem officer early 
warning programs now in use, and to 
develop a model, affordable early warn
ing system that local governments 
with populations of 50,000 or more can 
use. The legislation further expresses 
the Sense of the Congress that the At
torney General provide local police de
partments with grants up to $25,000 
from discretionary moneys to create 
early warning systems. This legisla
tion, which establishes an early warn
ing system to prevent police brutality, 
is the first step in ensuring that public 
confidence and trust in the police re
mains justifiably intact. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
taking this first step toward ending po
lice brutality.• 

By Mr. THURMOND: 
S. 901. A bill to extend the temporary 

suspension of duty on Paramine Acid; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

S. 902. A bill to extend the temporary 
suspension of duty on Trimethyl Base; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

S. 903. A bill to extend the temporary 
suspension of duty on Anthraquinone; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

S. 904. A bill to suspend temporarily 
the duty on 1,8-Dihydroxynaphthalene-
3, 6-disulfonic acid; to the Committee 
on Finance 

S. 905. A bill to suspend temporarily 
the duty on C.I. Reactive Blue 224; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

S. 906. A bill to extend the temporary 
suspension of duty on naphthalic acid 
anhydride; to the Committee on Fi
nance. 

S. 907. A bill to make the temporary 
suspension of duty on menthol feed
stocks permanent; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

S. 908. A bill to suspend temporarily 
the duty on dimethyl succinyl succi
nate; to the Committee on Finance. 

S. 909. A bill to suspend temporarily 
the duty on Resolin Red F3BS compo
nents I and II; to the Committee on Fi
nance. 

S. 910. A bill to temporarily suspend 
the duty on 2-(4-Aminophenyl)-6-meth
yl-benzothiazole-7-sulfonic acid); to the 
Committee on Finance. 

S. 911. A bill to suspend temporarily 
the duty on basic blue 147; to the Com
mittee on Finance. 

S. 912. A bill to temporarily suspend 
the duty on lauryllactam; to the Com
mittee on Finance. 

DUTY SUSPENSION LEGISLATION 

Mr. THURMOND. I rise today to in
troduce 12 bills which will suspend the 
duties imposed on certain chemicals 
used in coloring textile products, 
paints, inks, and plastic components as 
well as other industrial uses. Cur
rently, these chemicals are imported 
for use in the United States because 
there is no domestic supplier or readily 
available substitute. Therefore, sus
pending the duties on these chemicals 
would not adversely affect domestic in
dustries. 

The first bill would temporarily ex
tend the duty suspension on 1,4-
Diamino benzene-2-sulfonic acid 
(paramine acid), which is a chemical 
used in the manufacturing of a bright 
greenish-yellow dye for paper. This dye 
is unique in the field of paper dyeing 
and cannot be replaced with other com
peting chemical dyes. 

The second bill would temporarily 
extend the duty suspension on 1,3-
Dihydro - 1,3,3 - trimethyl - 2 - methyl
ene-lH-indole (trimethyl base) which is 
used in making dyes for coloring acryl
ic fibers. These dyes are very impor
tant to the domestic textile industry 
and to major fiber producers in the 
United States. 

The third bill would temporarily ex
tend the duty on 9,10-Anthracenedione 
(anthraquinone) which is used as a 
pulping aid in the manufacturing of 
paper. Use of this chemical permits 
higher capacity which is critical for 
the U.S. paper industry, due to the ex
tremely high operating levels over the 
past several years. Additional benefits 
of using anthraquinone in producing 
pulp include high yields which reduces 
tree consumption, and reduction of the 
use of other pulping chemicals thereby 
reducing the potential air and water 
emission load. 

The fourth bill would temporarily 
suspend the duty on 1,8-
Dihydroxynaphthalene 3,6, 
disulfonic acid (Chromotropic Acid), 
which is a chemical used in the manu
facturing of a family of dyes used in 
the paper industry. This dye is unique 
in the field of paper dyeing and cannot 
be replaced with other competing 
chemical dyes. 

The fifth bill would temporarily sus
pend the duty suspension on C.I. Reac
tive Blue 224 which is used to dye cot
ton. This dye is very important to the 
domestic textile industry and to major 
fiber producers in the United States. 

The sixth bill will extend the duty 
suspension on naphthalic acid anhy
dride until December 31, 1997. This 
chemical is used in the production of 
special pigments, which are called 
perylenes. These pigments, when com
bined with a second group known as 
the quinacridones, form the principal 
colorants in making various shades of 
red, scarlet, and maroon paints. The 
paints from these pigments are ex
tremely stable when exposed to sun 
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light, thus making them important to 
the automotive industry. 

Mr. President, similar legislation was 
introduced in the lOlst Congress to sus
pend the duty on this chemical. The 
duty suspension was incorporated into 
the Customs and Trade Act of. 1990 and 
expired on December 31, 1992. 

The seventh bill would permanently 
suspend the duty on certain menthol 
feedstocks. This duty imposes an un
necessary burden on the U.S. menthol 
industry by increasing production 
costs. 

Previously, I have introduced bills to 
relieve this burden. In 1983, a tem
porary duty suspension was included in 
the Miscellaneous Tariff Act of 1984 
which became law in October 1984. This 
act provided for the suspension of this 
duty until December 31, 1987. 

This duty suspension was reintro
duced in 1987 and included in the Omni
bus Trade and Competitiveness Act of 
1988. It provided for the duty suspen
sion until December 31, 1990. During 
the lOlst Congress, I introduced a bill 
to permanently suspend the duty on 
menthol feedstocks. However, this duty 
suspension was extended only until De
cember 31, 1992 in the Customs and 
Trade Act of 1990. 

The bill being introduced today will 
permanently suspend the duty on men
thol feedstocks. This relief is war
ranted because the American menthol 
market has not significantly changed 
since 1984 when the duty was first sus
pended. 

Mr. President, the previously men
tioned items were imported into this 
country with duty suspensions in effect 
until December 31, 1992. These bills 
seek an extension of the duty free sta
tus these chemicals had under Public 
Law 101-382. However, duty free entry 
for these i terns lapsed after these meas
ures were not extended in the 102d Con
gress. The next group of bills being in
troduced are seeking duty suspensions 
for certain chemicals for the first time. 

The eighth bill would temporarily 
suspend the duty suspension for Di
methyl succinyl succinate [DMSS]. 
DMSS is combined with other chemi
cals to create red pigments for paints. 
These pigments are extremely impor
tant to the automotive industry and to 
their paint suppliers. 

The ninth bill would temporarily sus
pend the duty on N - [2 - [(2,6 - dicyano 

4 methylphenyl)azo] 5 
(diethylamino)phenyl] - methane - sul
fonamide and N - [2 - [(2,6 - dicyano - 4 
- methylphenyl)azo] - 5 - (di - 1 - propyl 

amino)phenyl] methane sul-
fonamide (resolin red F3BS compo
nents I and II). Both of thee compo
nents are combined and dispersed to 
form a red dye used in coloring poly
ester fiber. 

The tenth bill would temporarily sus
pend the duty on 2-(4-Aminophenyl)-6-
methyl-benzothiazole-7-sulfonic acid, 
which can also be referred to as 

Dehydrothio-4-tol uidine disulfonic 
acid. This chemical is used in making 
dyes and pigments for textiles and 
paints. 

The eleven th bill would temporarily 
suspend the duty on Basic Blue 147, 
which is important for color fastness 
on acrylic fibers. Further, this chemi
cal is used in coloring carpeting, cloth
ing and other textile products. 

The twelfth and last bill would tem
porarily suspend the duty on 
lauryllactam ( omega-dodecalactam) 
until December 31, 1997. This chemical 
has not benefited from a previous duty 
suspension. Lauryllactam is used in 
the manufacturing of small plastic pel
lets, which are used to make speciality 
products, such as fuel and vent lines, 
for automobiles. This chemical is im
portant to the production of these fuel 
and vent lines because of its unique 
characteristics. These characteristics 
include: low moisture absorption, supe
rior processing capabilities, flexibility, 
heat stability, and chemical resistance. 

Mr. president, suspending the duty 
on these chemicals will benefit the 
consumer by stabilizing the costs of 
manufacturing the end-use products. 
Further, these suspensions will allow 
domestic producers to maintain or im
prove their ability to compete inter
nationally. There are no known domes
tic producers of these materials. I hope 
the Senate will consider these meas
ures expeditiously. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bills be printed in the CON
GRESSIONAL RECORD immediately fol
lowing my remarks. 

There being no objection, the bills 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 901 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. PARAMINE ACID. 

(A) IN GENERAL.- Heading 9902.30.44 of the 
Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United 
States is amended by striking "12131/92" and 
inserting "12131197". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The amendment made by 

subsection (a) applies with respect to goods 
entered, or withdrawn from warehouse for 
consumption, on or after the date which is 15 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

(2) RETROACTIVE APPLICATION.- Notwith
standing section 514 of the Tariff Act of 1930 
or any other provision of law, upon proper 
request filed with the appropriate customs 
officer on or before the date which is 90 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
any entry of an article described in heading 
9902.30.44 of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule 
of the United States that was made-

(A) after December 31, 1992, and 
(B) before the date which is 15 days after 

the date after the enactment of this Act, 
shall be liquidated or reliquidated as though 
such en try occurred on or after the date that 
is 15 days after the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 

S . 902 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION I. TRIMETHYL BASE. 
(A) IN GENERAL.-Heading 9902.30.89 of the 

Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United 
States is amended by striking "12131192" and 
inserting "12131197". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-
(1) IN GENERAL.- The amendment made by 

subsection (a) applies with respect to goods 
entered, or withdrawn from warehouse for 
consumption, on or after the date which is 15 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

(2) RETROACTIVE APPLICATION. -NO twi th
s tanding section 514 of the Tariff Act of 1930 
or any other provision of law, upon proper 
request filed with the appropriate customs 
officer on or before the date which is 90 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
any entry of an article described in heading 
9902.30.89 of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule 
of the United States that was made-

(A) after December 31, 1992, and 
(B) before the date which is 15 days after 

the date after the enactment of this Act, 
shall be liquidated or reliquidated as though 
such entry occurred on or after the date that 
is 15 days after the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 

S. 903 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. ANTHRAQUINONE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Heading 9902.30.17 of the 
Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United 
States is amended by striking "12131192" and 
inserting '' 12131/97''. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The amendment made by 

subsection (a) applies with respect to goods 
entered, or withdrawn from warehouse for 
consumption, on or after the date which is 15 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

(2) RETROACTIVE APPLICATION.-Notwith
standing section 514 of the Tariff Act of 1930 
or any other provision of law, upon proper 
request filed with the appropriate customs 
officer on or before the date which is 90 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
any entry of an article described in heading 
9902.30.17 of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule 
of the United States that was made-

(A) after December 31, 1992, and 
(B) before the date which is 15 days after 

the date after the enactment of this Act, 
shall be liquidated or reliquidated as though 
such entry occurred on or after the date that 
is 15 days after the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 

S.904 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION I. 1,8-DlllYDROXYNAPHTHALENE-3, 6-

DISULFONIC ACID. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Subchapter II of chapter 

99 of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the 
United States is amended by inserting in nu
merical sequence the following new heading: 
"9902.31.12 1,8-Dihydroxy- naph

thalene-3, 6-
disulfonic acid (CAS 
No. 129-96-4) (pro
vided for in sub-
heading 2908.20.20) Free No No On or be-

change change fore 12/ 
31/97". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by subsection (a) applies with respect 
to articles entered, or withdrawn from ware
house for consumption, on or after the 15th 



9328 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE May 5, 1993 
day after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

s. 905 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled , 
SECTION 1. C.I. REACTIVE BLUE 224. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Subchapter II of chapter 
99 of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the 
United States is amended by inserting in nu
merical sequence the following new heading: 
"9902.32.29 C.I. Reactive Blue 

224 (provided for in 
subheading 
3204 16.30) . Free No 

change 
No 
change 

On or be
fore 12/ 
31/97". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by subsection (a) applies with respect 
to articles entered, or withdrawn from ware
house for consumption , on or after the 15th 
day after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

S. 906 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled , 
SECTION 1. NAPHTHALIC ACID ANHYDRIDE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.- Heading 9902.30.22 of the 
Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the · United 
States is amended by striking out " 12131192" 
and inserting " 12131/91" . 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-
(1) IN GENERAL.- The amendment made by 

subsection (a) applies with respect to goods 
entered, or withdrawn from warehouse for 
consumption, on or after the date which is 15 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

(2) RETROACTIVE APPLICATION.-Notwith
standing section 514 of the Tariff Act of 1930 
or any other provision of law, upon proper 
request filed with the appropriate customs 
officer on or before the date which is 90 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
any entry of an article described in heading 
9902.30.22 of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule 
of the United States that was made-

(A) after December 31 , 1992, and 
(B) before the date which is 15 days after 

the date after the enactment of this Act, 
shall be liquidated or reliquidated as though 
such entry occurred on or after the date that 
is 15 days after the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 

s. 907 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. PERMANENT DUTY-FREE TREAT

MENT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.- Chapter 29 of the Har

monized Tariff Schedule of the United States 
is amended by inserting in numerical se
quence the following new subheading with 
the article description having the same de
gree of indentation as the article description 
for subheading 2906.14.00: 
"2906.17.00 Mixtures containing not less 

than 90 percent by 
weight of stereoisomers 
of 2-isopropyl-5-methyl
cyclohexanol , but con
taining not more than 30 
percent by weight of any 
one such stereoisomer .. .. Free Free 45%". 

(A, 
E, 
IL) 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Subchapter 
II of chapter 99 of the Harmonized Tariff 

Schedule of the United States is amended by 
striking heading 9902.29.05. 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.- The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply with re
spect to goods entered, or withdrawn from 
warehouse for consumption, on or after the 
date which is 15 days after the date of the en
actment of this Act. 

s. 908 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. DIMETHYL SUCCINYL SUCCINATE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.- Subchapter II of chapter 
99 of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the 
United States is amended by inserting in nu
merical sequence the following new heading: 
"9902.31.12 Dimethyl succinyl 

succinate (provided 
for in subheading 
291719.40) . Free No 

change 
No 
change 

On or be
fore 12/ 
31/97". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply with re
spect to articles entered, or withdrawn from 
warehouse for consumption, on or after the 
date that is 15 days after the date of the en
actment of this Act. 

S. 909 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. RESOLIN RED F3BS COMPONENTS I 

AND II. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Subchapter II of chapter 

99 of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the 
United States is amended by inserting in nu
merical sequence the following new heading: 
"9902.32.11 N-[2-[(2,6-dicyano-

4-methyl
phenyl)azo)-5-
(d iethylam ino) 
phenyl]
methanesulfon
amide and N-(2-
((2,6- dicyano-4-
methylphenyl)- azo]-
5-(di-1-propylamino) 
phenyl]
methanesul
fonamide (provided 
for in subheading 
320411.20) ... Free No No 

change change 
On or be
fore 12/ 
31/97". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply with re
spect to articles entered, or withdrawn from 
warehouse consumption, on or after the date 
that is 15 days after the date of the enact
ment of this Act. 

S. 910 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. 2-(4-AMINOPHENYL)-6-METHYL-

BENZOTHIAZOLE-7-SULFONIC ACID). 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Heading 9902.29 .7a in the 

Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United 
States is amended by striking "12131190" and 
inserting "12131197" . 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The amendments made by 

subsection (a) shall apply with respect to 
goods entered, or withdrawn from warehouse 
for consumption, on or after the date that is 
15 days after the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 

(2) RETROACTIVE APPLICATION.-Notwith
standing section 514 of the Tariff Act of 1930 
or any other provision of law, upon request 
filed with the appropriate customs officer 
not later than 90 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, any entry of an arti-

cle described in heading 9902.29.78 of the Har
monized Tariff Schedule of the United States 
that was made-

(A) after December 31 , 1990, and 
(B) before the date that is 15 days after the 

date of the enactment of this Act, 
shall be liquidated or reliquidated as though 
such entry occurred on or after the date that 
is 15 days after the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 

S. 911 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. BASIC BLUE 147. 

(a) IN GENERAL.- Subchapter II of chapter 
99 of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the 
United States is amended by inserting in nu
merical sequence the following new heading: 
"9902.32.11 Basic blue 147 (pro- Free No No On or be-

vided for in sub- change change fore 12/ 
heading 3204.13.30). 31/97". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply with re
spect to articles entered, or withdrawn from 
warehouse for consumption, on or after the 
date that is 15 days after the date of the en
actment of this Act. 

S. 912 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. LAURYLLACTAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.- Subchapter II of chapter 
99 of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the 
United States is amended by inserting in nu
merical sequence the following new heading: 
"9902.31.12 Lauryllactam (pro

vided for in sub-
heading 2933.79.50) Free No No On or be-

change change fore 12/ 
31/97" 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by this section shall apply with respect 
to goods entered, or withdrawn from ware
house for consumption, on or after the date 
that is 15 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 13 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
COATS] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
13, a bill to institute accountability in 
the Federal regulatory process, estab
lish a program for the systematic se
lection of regulatory priorities, and for 
other purposes. 

s. 21 

At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 
names of the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. KERREY] and the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY] were added 
as cosponsors of S. 21, a bill to des
ignate certain lands in the California 
Desert as wilderness to establish Death 
Valley, Joshua Tree, and Mojave Na
tional Parks, and for other purposes. 

s . 50 

At the request of Mr. WARNER, the 
name of the Senator from North Caro
lina [Mr. HELMS] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 50, a bill to require the 
Secretary of the Treasury to mint 
coins in commemoration of the 250th 
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anniversary of the birth of Thomas Jef- 348, a bill to amend the Internal Reve-
ferson. nue Code of 1986 to permanently extend 

s. 70 qualified mortgage bonds. 
At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the s . 457 

names of the Senator from South Da- At the request of Mr. EXON, the 
kota [Mr. DASCHLE] and the Senator names of the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
from Montana [Mr. BAUCUS] were added GRASSLEY], the Senator from North 
as cosponsors of S. 70, a bill to reau- Carolina [Mr. HELMS], and the Senator 
thorize the National Writing Project, from Oklahoma [Mr. NICKLES] were 
and for other purposes. added as cosponsors of S. 457, a bill to 

s. 81 prohibit the payment of Federal bene-
At the request of Mr. NICKLES, the fits to illegal aliens. 

names of the Senator from North Caro- s. 487 

lina [Mr. FAIRCLOTH], the Senator from At the request of Mr. MITCHELL, the 
Indiana [Mr. COATS], and the Senator names of the Senator from Massachu
from Mississippi [Mr. LOTT] were added setts (Mr. KERRY] and the Senator from 
as cosponsors of S. 81, a bill to require N~w Hampshire [Mr. SMITH] were added 
analysis and estimates of the likely"" as cosponsors of S. 487, a bill to amend 
impact of Federal legislation and regu- the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to 
lations upon the private sector and permanently extend and modify the 
State and local governments, and for low-income housing tax credit. 
other purposes. At the request of Mr. SPECTER, his 

s. 216 name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
At the request of Mr. D'AMATO, the 487, supra. 

names of the Senator from Rhode Is
land [Mr. PELL] and the Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. BREAUX] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 216, a bill to provide 
for the minting of coins to commemo
rate the World University Games. 

s. 226 

At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 
name of the Senator from Pennsylva
nia [Mr. WOFFORD] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 226, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro
vide that certain cash rentals of farm
land will not cause recapture of special 
estate tax valuation. 

s. 261 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the name of the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. SIMON] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 261, a bill to protect children from 
exposure to environmental tobacco 
smoke in the provision of children's 
services, and for other purposes. 

s. 262 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the name of the Senator from ·Illinois 
[Mr. SIMON] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 262, a bill to require the Adminis
trator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency to promulgate guidelines for 
instituting a nonsmoking policy in 
buildings owned or leased by Federal 
agencies, and for other purposes. 

s. 289 

At the request of Mr. REID, the 
names of the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
GRASSLEY] and the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. PRESSLER] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 289, a bill to amend 
section 118 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 to provide for certain ex
ceptions · from rules for determining 
contributions in aid of construction, 
and for other purposes. 

At the request of . Mr. SPECTER, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
289, supra. 

s. 348 

At the request of Mr. SPECTER, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 

S.563 

At the request of Ms. MOSELEY
BRAUN, the name of the Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. CONRAD] was added 
as a cosponsor of S. 563, a bill to re
quire CBO analysis of each bill or joint 
resolution reported in the Senate or 
House of Representatives to determine 
the impact of any Federal mandates in 
the bill or joint resolution. 

S. 570 

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. BOREN] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 570, a bill to recognize the unique 
status of local exchange carriers in 
providing the public switched network 
infrastructure and to ensure the broad 
availability of advanced public 
switched network infrastructure. 

s. 573 

At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the 
names of the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. LOTT] and the Sena tor from Ala
bama [Mr. SHELBY] were added as co
sponsors of S. 573, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro
vide for a credit for the portion of em
ployer social security taxes paid with 
respect to employee cash tips. 

s. 578 

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 
names of the Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. McCONNELL] and the Senator from 
Connecticut [Mr. DODD] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 578, a bill to protect 
the free exercise of religion. 

s. 611 

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the 
name of the Senator from California 
[Mrs. FEINSTEIN] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 611, a bill to amend the 
Federal Aviation Act of 1958 to provide 
for the establishment of limitations on 
the duty time for flight attendants. 

s. 717 

At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 
name of the Sena tor from Indiana [Mr. 
COATS] was added as a cosponsor of S . 

717, a bill to amend the Egg Research 
and Consumer Information Act to mod
ify th3 provisions governing the rate of 
assessment, to expand the exemption of 
egg producers from such Act, and for 
other purposes. 

s. 775 

At the request of Mr. WALLOP, the 
names of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
BRYAN] and the Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. REID] were added as cosponsors of 
S. 775, a bill to modify the require
ments applicable to locatable minerals 
on public lands, consistent with the 
principles of self-initiation of mining 
claims, and for other purposes. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 14 

At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the 
name of the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
DECONCINI] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Joint Resolution 14, a joint res
olution to designate the month of May 
1993, as "National Foster Care Month". 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 39 

At the request of Mr. D'AMATO, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu
setts [Mr. KENNEDY] was added as a co
sponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 39, 
a joint resolution designating the 
weeks beginning May 23, 1993, and May 
15, 1994, as Emergency Medical Services 
Week. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 58 

At the request of Mr. RIEGLE, the 
names of the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
BENNETT] and the Sena tor from Oregon 
[Mr. PACKWOOD] were added as cospon
sors of Senate Joint Resolution 58, a 
joint resolution to designate the weeks 
of May 2, 1993, through May 8, 1993, and 
May 1, 1994, through May 7, 1994, as 
"National Correctional Officers Week". 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 77 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois [Ms. 
MOSELEY-BRAUN] was added as a co
sponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 77, 
a joint resolution to designate the 
week of April 18, 1993, through April 24, 
1993, as "International Student Aware
ness Week". 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

LOBBYING DISCLOSURE ACT OF 
1993 

LEVIN (AND COHEN) AMENDMENT 
NO. 343 

Mr. LEVIN (for himself and Mr. 
COHEN) proposed an amendment to the 
bill (S. 349) to provide for the disclo
sure of lobbying activities to influence 
the Federal Government, and for other 
purposes, as follows: 

On page 2, line 10, strike out "investiga
tive" and insert in lieu thereof "administra
tion". 

On page 3, lines 12 through 14, strike out 
"An organization whose employees conduct 
lobbying activities on its behalf is both a cli-
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ent and an employer of the lobbyists." and 
insert in lieu thereof " An organization 
whose employees act as lobbyists on its be
half is both a client and an employer of its 
employee lobbyists." . 

On page 3, line 16, strike out " others" and 
insert in lieu thereof " persons". 

On page 4, line 6, strike out "section 
3232(a)(2)" and insert in lieu thereof " section 
3132(a)(2)" . 

On page 4, lines 14 and 15, strike out "regu
lations implementing section 2103" and in
sert in lieu thereof "section 7511" . 

On page 6, lines 16 through 18, strike out 
"(as defined in regulations implementing 
section 4911(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986)" and insert in lieu thereof "and 
communications with members, as defined 
under section 4911(d)(l)(A) and (d)(3) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 and the regu
lations implementing such provisions,". 

On page 7, lines 13 through 15, strike out 
" officials serving in the Senior Executive 
Service or the uniformed services in the 
agency responsible for taking such action." 
and insert in lieu thereof "covered executive 
branch officials in the agency responsible for 
taking such action who serve in the Senior 
Executive Service, or who are members of 
the uniformed services whose pay grade is 
lower than 0-9 under section 201 of title 37, 
United States Code.". 

On page 7, line 24, strike out all after the 
comma through line 25 and insert in lieu 
thereof " article, publication or other mate
rial that is widely distributed to the public, 
or through the media;". 

On page 8, lines 19 through 21, strike out 
"from a Federal agency or a congressional 
committee, subcommittee, or office;" and in
sert in lieu thereof " from a covered legisla
tive or executive branch official;" . 

On page 9, line 22, strike out " and". 
On page 9, insert between lines 22 and 23 

the following new clause: 
(xv) a formal petition for agency action, 

made in writing pursuant to established 
agency procedures; and 

On page 9, line 23, strike out "(xv)" and in
sert in lieu thereof "(xvi)". 

On page 10, line 21, strike out "Federal, 
State, or local" and insert in lieu thereof 
"national, regional, or local". 

On page 11, line 6, strike out "Federal, 
State, or local" and insert in lieu thereof 
"national, regional, or local" . 

On page 11, line 11, insert "whichever is 
earlier," after "lobbying contacts,". 

On page 11, strike out lines 15 through 19 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

(2)(A) Notwithstanding paragraph (1), any 
person whose total income (in the case of an 
organization described under section 5(b)(3)) 
or total expenses (in the case of an organiza
tion described under section 5(b)(4)) in con
nection with lobbying activities do not ex
ceed, or are not expected to exceed-

(i) $1,000 in a semiannual period on behalf 
of a particular client, or 

(ii) $5,000 in a semiannual period on behalf 
of all clients, 
(as estimated under section 5), is not re
quired to register with respect to such client 
or clients. 

(B) The registration thresholds established 
in this paragraph shall be adjusted on Janu
ary 1 of each year divisible by 5 to the 
amount equal to $1,000 and $5,000, respec
tively, in constant 1995 dollars (rounded to 
the nearest $100). 

On page 12, line 7, insert a comma and "ad
dress, and principal place of business" after 
" the name". 

On page 12, line 10, insert "registrant's" 
before "lobbying activities". 

On page 12, line 12, insert "registrant's" 
before " lobbying activities". 

On page 12, line 14, insert "registrant's" 
before "lobbying activities". 

On page 12, line 15, insert "address," after 
" name,". 

On page 12, line 19, insert before the semi
colon "or any organization identified under 
paragraph (3)". 

On page 12, line 22, strike out " the activi
ties of the client" and insert in lieu thereof 
"the registrant's lobbying activities". 

On page 13, line 1, insert " or any organiza
tion identified under paragraph (3)" after 
" the client". 

On page 13, line 8, insert "(as of the date of 
the registration)" before the semicolon. 

On page 13, line 11, insert "(or who has al
ready acted as a lobbyist on behalf of the cli
ent as of the date of the registration)" after 
"client". 

On page 13, lines 13 and 14, strike out "in 
the 2 years prior to the date of the registra
tion (or a report amending the registra
tion)," and insert in lieu thereof "in the 2-
year period before the date on which such 
employee first acted as a lobbyist on behalf 
of the client,". 

On page 13, lines 22 and 23, strike out "who 
engage in lobbying activities" and insert in 
lieu thereof " who act as lobbyists". 

On page 16, strike out lines 14 through 21 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

(3)(A) Any registrant whose total income 
(in the case of an organization described 
under subsection (b)(3)) or total expenses (in 
the case of an organization described under 
subsection (b)(4)) in connection with lobby
ing activities do not exceed-

(i) $1,000 in a semiannual period on behalf 
of a particular client, or 

(ii) $5,000 in a semiannual period on behalf 
of all clients, 
(as estimated under this section), or who 
does not make any lobbying contacts on be
half of a particular client, is deemed to be 
inactive during such period with respect to 
such client or clients and may comply with 
the reporting requirements of this section by 
notifying the Director, in such form as the 
Director may prescribe. 

(B) The reporting thresholds established 
under this paragraph shall be adjusted on 
January 1 of each year divisible by 5 to the 
amount equal to $1,000 and $5,000, respec
tively, in constant 1995 dollars (rounded to 
the nearest $100). 

On page 22, line 9, strike out "a noncompli
ance exists" and insert in lieu thereof "such 
person is in noncompliance with the require
ments of this Act". 

On page 22, line 24, strike out "a non
compliance may exist" and insert in lieu 
thereof "such person may be in noncompli
ance with the requirements of this Act". 

On page 23, line 4, strike out "a noncompli
ance exists" and insert in lieu thereof "such 
person is in noncompliance with the require
ments of this Act". 

On page 23, line 6, insert "documentary" 
before "information". 

On page 23, lines 7 and 8, strike out "to de
termine whether the alleged noncompliance 
in fact exists" and insert in lieu thereof "to 
make such determination". 

On page 23, line 9, strike out "in a way". 
On page 24, line 1, insert ", or to any legis

lative or executive branch official outside 
the Office of Lobbying Registration and Pub
lic Disclosure (except as required for the en
forcement of this Act)," after "to the pub
lic". 

On page 24, line 10, insert "by the Direc
tor" after " redaction". 

On page 24, line 15, strike out " a non
compliance may exist" and insert in lieu 
thereof "such person may be in noncompli
ance with the requirements of this Act". 

On page 24, line 19, insert " and" after the 
semicolon. 

On page 24, line 20, strike out all through 
line 5 on page 25 and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: 

(2) if requested by such person within such 
30-day period, afford the person-

(A) in the case of a minor noncompliance, 
an informal hearing at which additional evi
dence may be presented; and 

(B) in the case of a significant noncompli
ance, an opportunity for a hearing on the 
record under the provisions of section 556 of 
title 5, United States Code. 

On page 25, lines 6 through 8, strike out 
"Upon the receipt of a written response, the 

·completion of a hearing, or the expiration of 
30 days, the" and insert in lieu thereof 
"The". 

On page 27, insert between lines 8 and 9 the 
following new subsection: 

(f) LIMITATION.- No proceeding shall be ini
tiated under this section unless the Director 
notifies the person who is the subject of the 
proceeding of the alleged noncompliance, 
pursuant to section 7, within 3 years after 
the date on which the registra~~on or report 
at issue was filed or required to be filed . 

On page 27, strike out lines 19 through 23 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

(2) if requested by such person within such 
30-day period, afford the person an informal 
hearing at which additional evidence may be 
presented. 

On page 28, strike out lines 16 through 21 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

(A) directing the person to provide the in
formation within a reasonable period of 
time; and 

(B) except where the noncompliance was 
the result of a good faith dispute over the va
lidity or appropriate scope of a request for 
information-

(i) including the noncompliance in a pub
licly available list of noncompliances, to be 
reported to the Congress on a semiannual 
basis; and 

(ii) assessing a civil monetary penalty in 
an amount not to exceed $10,000. 

On page 34, line 5, insert before "Section" 
the following: "(a) REVISED CERTIFICATION 
REQUIREMENTS.-". 

On page 35, insert between lines 2 and 3, 
the following new subsection: 

(b) DELETION OF OBSOLETE REPORTING RE
QUlREMENT .-Section 1352 of title 31, United 
States Code, is further amended by-

(1) striking out subsection (d); and 
(2) redesignating subsections (e), (f), (g), 

and (h) as subsections (d), (e), (f), and (g), re
spectively. 

On page 38, line 11, add after the period 
"No later than 1 year after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, final regulations shall 
be published." . 

On page 38, add after line 11, the following 
new subsection: 

(e) PHASE-IN PERIOD.- No penalty shall be 
assessed by the Director for any noncompli
ance with this Act which occurs during the 
first semiannual reporting period after the 
effective date of this Act. 

LEVIN AMENDMENT NO. 344 
Mr. LEVIN proposed an amendment 

to the bill, S. 349, supra, as follows: 
On page 15, line 15, strike out "and". 
On page 15, line 20, strike out the period 

and insert in lieu thereof a semicolon and 
"and". 
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On page 15, insert between lines 20 and 21 

the following new paragraph: 
(5) in the case of a registrant described 

under paragraph (3), the name, address, and 
principal place of business of any person 
other than the client who paid the registrant 
to lobby on behalf of the client. 

On page 26, line 9, beginning with 
" $100,000" strike out all through line 10 and 
insert in lieu thereof " $200,000, depending on 
the nature and extent of the noncompliance 
and the extent to which the person may have 
profited from the noncompliance. " . 

On page 37, insert between lines 11 and 12 
the following new section: 
SEC. 18. IDENTIFICATION OF CLIENT. 

Any person who makes a lobbying contact 
with a covered legislative branch official or 
a covered executive branch official shall, on 
the request of the official at the time of the 
lobbying contact, state whether such person 
is registered under this Act and identify the 
client on whose behalf the lobbying contact 
is made. ··"'· 

On page 37, line · 12, strike out "SEC. 
1s. " and insert in lieu thereof "SEC. 19." . 

WELLSTONE (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 345 

Mr. WELLSTONE (for himself, Mr. 
FEINGOLD, Mr. KOHL, and Mr. BRADLEY) 
proposed an amendment to the bill, S. 
349, supra, as follows: 

On page 15, between lines 20 and 21 insert 
the following: 

(c) ADDITIONAL INFORMATION To BE IN
CLUDED IN REPORT.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-In addition to the infor
mation described in subsection (b), a semi
annual report under subsection (a) shall con
tain a list of each individual financial bene
fit provided directly or indirectly by a reg
istrant (including a financial benefit pro
vided by a lobbyist employed by or a lobbyist 
who is a member of a registrant) to a covered 
legislative branch official, to an entity that 
is named after or is established, maintained, 
controlled, or financed by a covered legisla
tive branch official, or to any other person 
or entity on behalf of or in the name of a 
covered legislative branch official, disclos
ing-

(A) with respect to each financial benefit 
other than one described in subparagraph 
(B), (C), (D), or (E)-

(i) the name and position of the covered 
legislative branch official or other person or 
entity to whom or which the financial bene
fit was provided; 

(ii) the nature of the financial benefit; 
(iii) the date on which the financial benefit 

was provided; and 
(iv) the value of the financial benefit; 
(B) with respect to each financial benefit 

that is in the form of a widely attended re
ception to which covered legislative branch 
officials were invited-

(i) the nature of the reception; 
(ii) the date on which the reception oc

curred; and 
(iii) a single aggregate figure for the ex

penses incurred by the registrant in connec
tion with the reception; 

(C) with respect to each financial benefit 
that is in the form of a conference, retreat, 
or similar event that is sponsored by or af
filiated with an official congressional organi
zation that is funded exclusively by appro
priated fund&-

(i) the nature of the conference, retreat, or 
other event; 

(ii) the date or dates on which the con
ference, retreat, or other event occurred; 

(iii) the common subject interests (such as 
party affiliation, committee membership, or 
expression of interest in legislation in a sub
ject area) of the covered legislative branch 
officials who were invited to attend; and 

(iv) a single aggregate figure for the ex
penses incurred by the registrant in connec
tion with the conference , retreat, or similar 
event; 

(D) with respect to each financial benefit 
that is in the form of an event that is hosted 
or cohosted with or is held for or in honor of 
1 or more covered legislative branch offi
cial&-

(i) the name and position of each such cov
ered legislative branch official; 

(ii) the nature of the event; 
(iii) the date on which the event occurred; 

and 
(iv) the expenses incurred by the registrant 

in connection with the event; and 
(E) with respect to each financial benefit 

that is in the form of election campaign 
fundraising activity-

(i) the name and position of the covered 
legislative branch official on behalf of whom 
the fundraising activity was performed; 

(ii) the nature of the fundraising activity; 
(iii) the date or dates on which the fund

raising activity was performed; 
(iv) the expenses incurred by the registrant 

in connection with the fundraising activity; 
and 

(v) the number of contributions and the ag
gregate amount of contributions known by 
the registrant to have been made to the cov
ered legislative branch official as a result of 
the fundraising activity. 

(2) EXEMPTION.-A list described in para
graph (1) need not disclose financial benefits 
having a value of $20 or less to the extent 
that the aggregate value of such financial 
benefits that are provided to or on behalf of 
a covered legislative branch official or other 
person or entity during the calendar year in 
which the semiannual period covered by the 
report occurs does not exceed $45. 

(3) DEFINITION.- As used in this subsection, 
the term "financial benefit"-

(A) means anything of value given to, on 
behalf of, or for the benefit of a covered leg
islative branch official, including-

(i) a gift; 
(ii) payment for local or long-distance 

transportation, entertainment, food, or lodg
ing, whether provided in kind, by purchase of 
a ticket, by payment in advance or by reim
bursement, or otherwise; 

(iii) a contribution or other payment made 
to a third party in lieu of an honorarium on 
the basis of a designation, recommendation, 
or other specification made by the covered 
legislative branch official; 

(iv) reimbursement of an expense; 
(v) a loan; and 
(vii) an expenditure made for a conference, 

retreat, or other event benefiting a covered 
person, but 

(B) does not include--
(i) a contribution, as defined in the Federal 

Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 
et seq.), that is required to be reported under 
that Act, unless the contribution is in the 
form of participation in a fundraising activ
ity on behalf of a covered legislative branch 
official, including the solicitation of con
tributions, hosting or cohosting of a fund
raising event, or service on a campaign 
steering committee or its equivalent; 

(ii) a modest item of food or refreshments, 
such as a soft drink, coffee, or doughnut, of
fered other than as part of a meal; or 

(iii) a greeting card or other item of little 
intrinsic value, such as a plaque, certificate, 

or trophy, that is intended solely for presen
tation. 

WELLSTONE (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 346 

Mr. LEVIN (for Mr. WELLSTONE, for 
himself, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. KOHL, and 
Mr. BRADLEY) proposed an amendment 
to the bill, S. 349, supra, as follows: 

Strike all after "ADDITIONAL" and in lieu 
thereof insert the following-

INFORMATION ON FINANCIAL BENEFITS 
(1) IN GENERAL.-In addition to the infor

mation described in subsection (b), each reg
istrant shall include in its semiannual re
ports under subsection (a) or in a separate 
report on financial benefits, subject to the 
same filing requirements, a list of each indi
vidual financial benefit provided directly or 
indirectly by a registrant (including a finan
cial benefit provided by a lobbyist employed 
by or a lobbyist who is a member of a reg
istrant) to a covered legislative branch offi
cial, to an entity that is established, main
tained, controlled, or financed by a covered 
legislative branch official, or to any other 
person or entity on behalf of or in the name 
of a covered legislative branch official, dis
closing-

(A) with respect to each financial benefit 
other than one described in subparagraph 
(B) , (C) or (D)-

(i) the name and position of the covered 
legislative branch official or other person or 
entity to whom or which the financial bene
fit was provided; 

(ii) the nature of the financial benefit; 
(iii) the date on which the financial benefit 

was provided; and 
(iv) the value of the financial benefit; 
(B) with respect to each financial benefit 

that is in the form of a conference, retreat, 
or similar event for or on behalf of covered 
legislative branch officials that is sponsored 
by or affiliated with an official congressional 
organization-

(i) the nature of the conference , retreat, or 
other event; 

(ii) the date or dates on which the con
ference, retreat, or other event occurred; 

(iii) the identity of the organization that 
sponsored or is affiliated with the event; and 

(iv) a single aggregate figure for the ex
penses incurred by the registrant in connec
tion with the conference, retreat, or similar 
event; 

(C) with respect to each financial benefit 
that is in the form of an event that is hosted 
or cohosted with or in honor of 1 or more 
covered legislative branch officials-

(i) the name and position of each such cov
ered legislative branch official; 

(ii) the nature of the event; 
(iii) the date on which the event occurred; 

and 
(iv) the expenses incurred by the registrant 

in connection with the event; and 
(D) with respect to each financial benefit 

that is in the form of election campaign 
fundraising activity-

(i) the name and position of the covered 
legislative branch official on behalf of whom 
the fundraising activity was performed; 

(ii) the nature of the fundraising activity; 
(iii) the date or dates on which the fund

raising activity was performed; 
(iv) the expenses incurred by the registrant 

in connection with the fundraising activity; 
and 

(v) the number of contributions and the ag
gregate amount of contributions known by 
the registrant to have been made to the cov-
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ered legislative branch official as a result of 
the fundraising activity. 

(2) EXEMPTION.-A list described in para
graph (1) need not disclose financial benefits 
having a value of $20 or less to the extent 
that the aggregate value of such financial 
benefits that are provided to or on behalf of 
a covered legislative branch official or other 
person or entity during the calendar year in 
which the semiannual period covered by the 
report occurs has not exceeded $50. 

(3) DEFINITION .-As used in this subsection, 
the term " financial benefit"-

(A) means anything of value given to , on 
behalf of, or for the benefit of a covered leg
islative branch official , including-

(i) a gift; 
(ii) payment for local or long-distance 

transportation, entertainment, food, or lodg
ing, whether provided in kind, by purchase of 
a ticket, by payment in advance or by reim
bursement, or otherwise; 

(iii) a contribution or other payment made 
to a third party in lieu of an honorarium on 
the basis of a designation, recommendation, 
or other specification made by the covered 
legislative branch official; 

(iv) reimbursement of an expense; 
(v) a loan; and 
(vii) an expenditure made for a conference, 

retreat, or other event benefiting a covered 
person, but 

(B) does not include-
(i) a contribution, as defined in the Federal 

Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 
et seq.), that is required to be reported under 
that Act, unless the contribution is in the 
form of participation in a fundraising activ
ity on behalf of a covered legislative branch 
official, including the solicitation of con
tributions, hosting or cohosting of a fund
raising event, or service on a campaign 
steering committee or its equivalent; 

(ii) a modest item of food or refreshments, 
such as a soft drink, coffee, or doughnut, of
fered other than as part of a meal; 

(iii) a greeting card or other item of little 
intrinsic value such as a plaque, certificate, 
or trophy, that is intended solely for presen
tation. 

(iv) financial benefits given under cir
cumstances which make it clear that the 
benefits are motivated by a family relation
ship rather than the position of the recipi
ent; 

(v) financial benefits which are not used 
and which are promptly returned to the 
donor; or 

(vi) widely attended receptions to which 
covered legislative branch officials are in
vited, other than events described in para
graph (l)(B) of this subsection. 

LAUTENBERG (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 347 

Mr. LA UTENBERG (for himself, Mr. 
BOREN, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr. 
FEINGOLD, Mr. WOFFORD, Mr. REID, and 
Mr. BRYAN) proposed an amendment to 
the bill, S. 349, supra, as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow
ing: 
SEC. • LIMITS ON ACCEPTANCE OF GIFI'S, 

MEALS AND TRAVEL. 
It is the sense of the Senate that, as soon 

as possible during this year's session, the 
Senate should limit the acceptance of gifts, 
meals and travel by Members and staff in a 
manner substantially similar to the restric
tions applicable to executive branch offi
cials. 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce that the Committee 
on Indian Affairs will be holding an 
oversight hearing on Wednesday, May 
5, 1993, beginning at 2 p.m., in 485 Rus
sell Senate Office Building on water 
and sanitation problems in Alaska. 

Those wishing additional information 
should contact the Committee on In
dian Affairs at 224-2251. 

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I wish to 

announce that the Committee on Rules 
and Administration will meet on Mon
day, May 10, 1993, at 2 p.m., in SR-301, 
Russell Senate Office Building. The 
committee will hold a hearing to re
ceive oral argument from counsel for 
the petitioners and counsel for the jun
ior Senator from Oregon on certain 
legal issues raised by the petitions re
garding the election in Oregon. 

For further information on this 
meeting, please contact Carole 
Blessington of the · Rules Cammi ttee 
staff on 202-224-0278. 

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS 
Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 

the Committee on Veterans' Affairs 
would like to request unanimous con
sent to hold a hearing on the Depart
ment of Veterans Affairs' facilities and 
construction programs at 11 a.m. on 
Thursday, May 6, 1993. The hearing will 
be held in room 418 of the Russell Sen
ate Office Building. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the public 
that a hearing has been scheduled be
fore the full Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

The hearing will take place Tuesday, 
May 11, 1993 at 9:30 a.m. in room 366 of 
the Senate Dirksen Office Building in 
Washington, DC. 

As previously announced, the purpose 
of the hearing is to receive testimony 
from James Hoecker, Donald Santa, 
Jr., and William Massey, nominees to 
be members of the Federal Energy Reg
ulatory Commission. In addition, the 
committee will receive testimony from 
Vicky Bailey, a fourth nominee to be a 
member of the Federal Energy Regu
latory Commission. 

For further information, please con
tact Rebecca Murphy at 202-224-7562. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen
ate on Wednesday, May 5 at 3 p.m. to 
hold a nomination hearing on Alexan
der Watson to be Assistant Secretary 
of State for Inter-American Affairs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON AGING 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Labor and Human Resources 
Subcommittee on Aging be authorized 
to meet for a hearing on unnecessary 
hysterectomies during the session of 
the Senate on Wednesday, May 5, 1993, 
at 2 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL ECONOMIC 
POLICY, TRADE, OCEANS AND ENVIRONMENT 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Sub
committee on International Economic 
Policy, Trade, Oceans and Environ
ment of the Committee on Foreign Re
lations be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Wednes
day, May 5 at 10 a.m. to begin hearings 
on the fiscal year 1994 foreign assist
ance authorization: changing priorities 
in foreign aid. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON MILITARY READINESS AND 
DEFENSE INFRASTRUCTURE 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub
committee on Military Readiness and 
Defense Infrastructure of the Commit
tee on Armed Services be authorized to 
meet on Wednesday, May 5, 1993, at 9:30 
a.m., in open/closed session, to receive 
testimony on the readiness and sus
tainability posture of selected unified 
combatant commands and the defense 
authorization request for fiscal year 
1994 and the future years defense pro
gram. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Indian Affairs be authorized to 
meet on Wednesday, May 5, 1993, begin
ning at 2 p.m., in 485 Russell Senate Of
fice Building, on water and sanitation 
problems in Alaska. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

MILLBURY MEMORIAL HIGH 
SCHOOL 

• Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, from 
May 1-3, more than 1,200 students from 
47 States and the District of Columbia 
were in our Nation's Capital to com
pete in the national finals of the We 
the People * * * The Citizen and the 
Constitution Program. I am proud to 
announce that the class from Millbury 
Memorial High School from Millbury 
represented Massachusetts. These 
young scholars worked diligently to 
teach the national finals by winning 
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district and State competitions. The 
distinguished members of the team 
representing Massachusetts were: 
Michele Brownell, Amy Cauldwell, 
Elizabeth Crehan, Kris Gauthier, David 
Gordon, Rachel Kupcinskas, Katherine 
Lavallee, Andrew Mason, Jen Morency, 
Tricia Nielson, Erin O'Leary, Matthew 
Pappas, Alexis Rochefort, and Terrie 
Tellier. 

I would also like to recognize their 
teacher and district coordinator, Roger 
Desrosiers, who deserves so much of 
the credit for the success of the team. 
The State coordinator, Scott Stripling, 
also contributed a great deal of time 
and effort to help the team reach the 
national finals. 

The We the People * * * The Citizen 
and the Constitution Program, sup
ported and funded by Congress, is the 
most extensive program developed spe
cifically to educate young people about 
the Constitution and the Bill of Rights. 
The 3-day academic competition simu
lates a congressional hearing. Stu
dents, acting as expert witnesses, tes
tify before a panel of prominent profes
sionals from across the country to 
demonstrate their knowledge of con
stitutional issues. Administered by the 
Center for Civic Education, the pro
gram, now in its sixth year, has 

. reached over 12,000,000 students in 
21,940 elementary, middle, and high 
schools nationwide. 

The program provides an excellent 
opportunity for students to gain appre
ciation of the significance of our Con
stitution in its place in our history and 
our lives today. I am proud of these 
students representing Massachusetts 
and commend them and their teacher 
for their hard work, and I wish them 
the best of luck in the future.• 

JACK KEMP ECONOMIC 
EMPOWERMENT ACT 

•Mr. MACK. Mr. President, President 
Clinton should be commended for pro
posing yesterday what he should call 
the Jack Kemp Economic 
Empowerment Act, since it essentially 
establishes enterprise zones. 

At least in concept, the President is 
on the right track. I only hope the pro
gram is incentive based and not just a 
repackaged higher spending pork plan 
that the American people already said 
they don't want. 

In his book, "Putting People First," 
the President supported creating enter
prise zones. In January, I introduced 
an economic package, supported by a 
majority of Senate Republicans, that 
contained this idea and four others 
from his book that ought to be imple
mented. 

Since President Clinton has 
reawakened to the enterprise zone idea, 
let me r~mind him of four others he 
should adopt to get this economy mov
ing: cutting the capital gains tax; lift
ing the Social Security earnings test; 

developing workfare instead of welfare; 
and enacting a real, honest-to-goodness 
line-item veto, not the weak version 
that is floating around. 

I want the President to succeed in 
the goal of making the United States 
more prosperous. And that can happen 
if he keeps his campaign pledge to be a 
new kind of Democrat in the mold of 
President Kennedy. 

If the President presses forward with 
Jack Kemp's enterprise zone idea, 
along with the other four Clinton-Re
publican proposals, we will stand 
shoulder to shoulder with him to see 
them passed and become law. 

So I am going to renew my call for 
the President to issue a statement of 
public support for my bill S. 102 which 
implements the President's campaign 
promises. 

We hope the President does the right 
thing to keep his campaign promises 
and move America forward. 

Let me mention one more thing. 
There was an article in the New York 
Times this morning that caused me 
concern. It appears that once again the 
President is backing away from a cam
paign promise. According to the Times, 
the administration has asked for a 2-
year delay in th'=' implementation of an 
existing workfare initiative. This is 
just the opposite of what we should be 
doing. I hope the President will rethink 
his position on this, because we need to 
be expediting change, not delaying it.• 

1993 "SPECIAL 301" LIST 
• Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, just 
over 1 month ago I addressed the Sen
ate on the subject of the special 301 
trade remedy law. I predicted then that 
our new USTR, Mickey Kantor, would 
use the law aggressively and well. 

I am very pleased to say that pre
diction was born out last week, when 
the USTR released his first list of pri
ority foreign countries for negotiations 
on intellectual property rights. 

Special 301, like Super 301, requires 
us to choose our priori ties, name the 
worst violators of intellectual property 
rights, and requires negotiations with 
the threat of retaliation as a last re
sort. That's why it works. And this 
year's Special 301 process has brought 
more progress than ever before. 

THE 1993 SUCCESS STORIES 

First, on April 6, we reached a com
prehensive intellectual property agree
ment with the Philippines. The Phil
ippines have been a long-term problem 
for American publishers of books, 
records and software, for American 
patent holders and for American trade
marks. Book piracy alone cost our 
country more than $70 million in 1992. 
Under the threat of designation as a 
priority foreign country, the Phil
ippines agreed to crack down on piracy 
and pass laws protecting American 
rights. 

Second, Taiwan has been a major in
tellectual property rights violator for 

decades. Last year, then-USTR Carla 
Hills designated Taiwan a priority for
eign country. The Taiwanese Govern
ment agreed to make reforms, and in 
fact signed a memorandum of under
standing last June. However, the Tai
wanese legislature attached eight res
ervations to the agreement, which in 
effect wiped out our diplomatic ad
vance. 

This year, American industries, dip
lomats, and Members of Congress made 
clear that further backsliding would be 
intolerable. We made a clear statement 
that retaliation would be inevitable if 
Taiwan's Legislative Yuan did not re
move the reservations. At the last mo
ment, despite considerable fulmina
tion, the legislature removed the con
ditions and approved the agreement in 
its original form. At the same time, 
they removed our need to retaliate or 
name Taiwan once again as a priority 
foreign country. 

The same process is at work, al
though not yet complete, in Thailand. 
Thailand is well known as one of the 
world's most serious abusers of Amer
ican copyrights, patents and trade
marks. Last year, Thai pirates cost 
American copyright industries $123 
million. They hit the video and sound 
industries particularly hard. This prob
lem has festered for nearly a decade . 
Neither diplomacy nor the naming of 
Thailand as a priority foreign country 
in both 1991 and 1992 solved it. This 
year, however, under threat of retalia
tion, Thailand began a serious crack
down. 

Last month, Thai police closed some 
of the country's largest pirate fac
tories, and arrested the owners. Until 
this year, the only raids had been on 
distributors and the only penalties had 
been taken fines. This year's actions 
have done some real financial damage 
to the pirates. Given this progress, 
USTR was able to avoid a decision to 
retaliate. We are all well aware, how
ever, that this was a burst of action in 
the weeks leading up to the Special 301 
decision. Thailand thus remains a pri
ority foreign country, and USTR will 
review Thailand's continued willing
ness to combat piracy in the months 
ahead. 

CONTINUING PROBLEMS 

The USTR also chose, appropriately, 
to name Brazil and India as priority 
foreign countries. Brazil has for · many 
years avoided giving patent protection 
to pharmaceuticals. They have had a 
draft patent law before the Brazilian 
Congress for some years. However, it is 
inadequate in its current form, and the 
new government has considered weak
ening even this draft. Brazil has thus 
been named for the first time as a pri
ority foreign country. They have time 
to make reforms, but the clock has 
begun to tick. 

Second, India has now been named as 
a priority foreign country for 3 years 
running. And along with the problems 
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everything possible to block an inter
national agreement to protect intellec
tual property rights through the 
GATT. The Indians have had many 
years to reform. They have adamantly 
refused to do so, and I expect to see us 
take up this problem in a very serious 
way this year. 

Other major problems remain. Po
land has been considering a draft copy
right law for years. Meanwhile, Polish 
pirates continue to steal American 
software programs, mass produce 
American sound recordings and videos. 
Saudi Arabia continues to spew forth 
gushers of pirate sound recodings as 
well as light crude. Argentina, Hun
gary, and Turkey continue to deny ap
propriate patent protection for phar
maceuticals. The EC discriminates 
against American broadcasts. These 
are not new problems, and we should 
expect progresses on all of them soon. 

CONCLUSION 

If we stop piracy of intellectual prop
erty abroad we preserve jobs in Amer
ica. We give publishers incentive to 
publish the works of creative artists 
and writers. We give inventors and sci
entists more incentive to make new 
machines. And we give American com
panies confidence that they can invest 
abroad safely, thus promoting world 
economic growth. 

Special 301 is the strongest weapon 
we have to make all this happen. Once 
again this year, it has proven its 
worth. I look forward to further 
progress in the months to come.• 

RESTORATION OF THE SAN 
XAVIER DEL BAC MISSION 

• Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, on 
the evening of May 4, 1993, in Tucson, 
AZ, the heroic and valiant efforts of 
those responsible for the restoration of 
the San Xavier del Bae Mission were 
recognized. I would like to take a mo
ment of the Senate's time to join my 
friends in expressing our gratitude for 
the foresight of those individuals who 
are responsible for saving one of the 
Southwest's truly outstanding land
marks. 

The "White Dove of the Desert" by 
which San Xavier del Bae is often re
ferred to, reflects the rich and diverse 
history of the Santa Cruz Valley. The 
original San Xavier Mission was built 
on the same site in the 1600's by Father 
Francisco Eusebio Kino, the first Jes
uit missionary to visit this region and 
dedicated the mission to his patron 
saint, St. Francis Xavier. As a personal 
note, whenever I visit San Xavier, I re
call that Father Kino was born in what 
is today the Italian Province of Trent, 
not far from the birthplace of my 
grandfather. The present structure was 

begun in the 1770's by the Franciscan 
Fathers and completed before the turn 
of the century. 

In its beauty, the San Xavier Mission 
reflects the influence of three distinct 
cultures: native American, Mexican, 
and Spanish. It is widely recognized as 
the finest example of Spanish baroque 
architecture in the United States and 
many have called it America's Sistine 
Chapel. 

However, after serving for over two 
centuries as an active parish church 
and suffering the cumulative effects of 
candle soot, bird nests, and other ad
verse elements, San Xavier had fallen 
into a state of disrepair. Recognizing 
the need to take immediate corrective 
actions to save this priceless treasure, 
the nonprofit group Patronato San Xa
vier was established. Patronato San 
Xavier, along with the San Xavier Res
toration Fund Committee, are oversee
ing the restoration project and are 
raising the necessary funds solely from 
private contributors. 

With the goal of trying to preserve 
for future generations the priceless ar
tistry and white-walled architecture, 
an internationally renowned team of 
conservators set forth on a 5-year, $1 
million endeavor to restore the mission 
and protect it from further decay. 
Under the leadership of Paul 
Schwartzbaum, the head of conserva
tion at the Guggenheim Museum in 
New York City, the seven-member 
team recently completed their second 
year of work. The fruits of their labor 
are many, but they are spectacularly 
revealed in the rediscovered colors and 
textures of the east transept. 

In the spirit for which San Xavier 
has come to represent over the ages, 
the restoration project has endeavored 
to involve the people on whose land the 
mission lies, the Tohono O'Odham Na
tion. Several members of the Tohono 
O'Odham Nation serve on the board of 
directors for the Patronato San Xavier 
as well as on the San Xavier Restora
tion Fund Committee. Also, through an 
apprenticeship program, four tribal 
members are participating in the ac
tual restoration. The Patronato San 
Xavier recognizes that the preservation 
of the rich cultural traditions that the 
mission symbolizes are just as impor
tant as the preservation of the physical 
structures. 

I ask my colleagues to join me in sa-
1 uting the Patronato San Xavier, the 
San Xavier Restoration Fund Commit
tee, the restoration team, and the 
many other individuals involved in the 
effort to extend the life of San Xavier 
del Bae for at least another 200 years.• 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Maine, the majority leader. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen
ate completes its business today, it 
stand in recess until 9 a.m., Thursday, 
May 6; that following the prayer, the 
Journal of proceedings be approved to 
date, and the time for the two leaders 
reserved for their use later in the day; 
that there then be a period for morning 
business, not to extend beyond 10 a.m., 
with Senators permitted to speak for 
up to 5 minutes each, with the follow
ing Senators recognized for the time 
limits specified: Senators LIEBERMAN 
and CAMPBELL for up to 5 minutes each; 
Senators MOSELEY-BRAUN and 
MATHEWS for up to 10 minutes each, 
and Senator DODD for up to 15 minutes; 
that at 10 a.m., the Senate then resume 
consideration of S. 349, as provided for 
under a previous unanimous-consent 
agreement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

THE LOBBYING DISCLOSURE ACT 
OF 1993 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill. 

COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS WITHDRAWN 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, pur
suant to a previous order relating to 
the pending bill I was vested with the 
authority to call for the regular order 
which would bring back the pending 
committee amendments following con
sultation with the Republican leader. 

I have so consulted and I now, there
fore, call for the regular order in ac
cordance with the earlier agreement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reg
ular order is called for. 

The Senator from Michigan. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, with the 

authority of the majority of the full 
committee, I withdraw the two com
mittee amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendments are withdrawn. 

So the committee amendments were 
withdrawn. 

RECESS UNTIL TOMORROW AT 
9 A.M. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, if 
there is no further business to come be
fore the Senate today, I now ask unani
mous consent that the Senate stand in 
recess as previously ordered. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 8:27 p.m., recessed until Thursday, 
May 6, 1993, at 9 a.m. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
FAMILY CAREGIVER SUPPORT ACT 

OF 1993 

HON. SANDER M. LEVIN 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, today I am reintro
ducing the Family Caregiver Support Act, leg
islation to support the caregiving efforts of the 
family members of the estimated 2.4 million in
dividuals with functional limitations who could 
not otherwise remain at home. Joining me in 
introducing this bill are Mr. MARKEY and Mr. 
LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. BRADLEY is introducing 
similar legislation in the Senate. 

Family caregivers provide the majority of 
community based long-term care for their 
loved ones. They do so willingly and without 
pay, but at tremendous physical and emotional 
costs. 

Study after study has documented the toll 
that caregiving takes on family members
mostly mid-life and older women, who take on 
this job. More than one-third of caregivers are 
over age 65 and 10 percent are over age 75. 
They perform an intimate and unrelenting task 
which can continue for years, and which 
wears the caregivers down both in obvious 
and hidden ways. Caregivers suffer dispropor
tionately from lowered immune function, de
pression, exhaustion, and stress-related illness 
and injury. 

According to the Alzheimer's Association, it 
would cost an estimated $54 billion to replace 
these family caregivers with formal paid care. 
The cost in human terms is immeasurable. If 
we do not help families to continue the job 
they are doing, and want to do, the current 
voluntary patchwork system will disintegrate. 
Caregivers overwhelmingly report that what 
they need most is respit~a little time off from 
the constant demands of care. 

The Family Caregivers Support Act is sup
ported by the Alzheimer's Association, the 
Older Women's League, and organizations 
representing persons with physical and mental 
limitations. The legislation is based upon suc
cessful community based programs which 
have been able to piece together voluntary, 
private, and scarce public resources to offer 
limited help to families in need. 

In Michigan for example, the Detroit Area 
Chapter of the Alzheimer's Association oper
ates a respite care program which serves 
$200 families in the greater Detroit area. By 
joining foundation grants, State funds, volun
teer services, and fees paid by families on a 
sliding scale, the association is able to provide 
enough assistance to keep families going. 

Examples of how this program is helping 
families includes: 

An 80-year old woman cares for her hus
band who has Alzheimer's disease. Both the 
woman and her husband are Holocaust survi
vors. Her husband is reliving his experiences 

through hallucinations brought on by Alz
heimer's-an emotional nightmare that adds to 
the unrelenting physical demands of his care. 
The respite program gives this woman a 
chance to get away, to regroup, for 4 hours 
once a week, when a trained companion 
comes to her house to take over for her. 

Two young men are caring for their mother 
who has Alzheimer's disease. They both work 
full time. Through the respite program, their 
mother goes to a day care program 1 day a 
week, and has a companion at home for 4 
hours once a week. With this minimal help, 
and by working alternate shifts, they are able 
to keep their mother at home. 

A young mother of elementary school age 
children has been caring for her mother, who 
is in her fifties and has Alzheimer's disease, 
along with her frail grandmother. The respite 
program has provided her enough day care 
and in-home help to keep her mother at home 
for over 3 years. 

This modest program is a lifeline for the 
families it serves. Unfortunately, it only 
scratches the surface. There are over twice as 
many families on the waiting list than are cur
rently being served. 

The needs are great and the available re
sources small. I have personally met with fam
ily members who are in severe need of help 
to care for their loved ones disabled by many 
different conditions, and these families cannot 
find the help they need. In many parts of 
Michigan, and across the country, there are no 
programs at all-not even a waiting list to 
sign. The Family Caregiver Support Act is de
signed to fill that void. 

The Family Caregiver Support Act is not the 
complete answer to long-term care. Many 
Americans do not even have family 
caregivers-others could live independently 
with some support, or need more care than 
their families can provide even with Hmited 
outside assistance. This legislation starts with 
the most economical, the most caring, and the 
most practical approach, and for millions of 
American families, it is what they need to keep 
going. 

Mr. Speaker, I request that a summary and 
text of the bill be included in the RECORD fol
lowing my remarks. 

SUMMARY: THE FAMILY CAREGIVER SUPPORT 
ACT OF 1993 

The Family Caregiver Support Act of 1993 
addresses the long-term care needs of indi
viduals with functional limitations through 
state administered respite care programs 
supporting a flexible variety of respite serv
ices. For the elderly spouse of someone with 
Alzheimer's disease, this might mean an 
hour or two a week to attend to personal 
needs; for the mother of a severely disabled 
child this might include a couple of hours of 
day care to allow time and attention to 
other children in the family. Other service 
options include companion services, tem
porary care in a hospital, nursing home or 
community center. 

ELIGIBILITY 
A person with functional limitations is: 

(1) An individual age 18 or over who, with
out subf::tantial human assistance or super
vision, cannot perform at least 3 out of 5 Ac
tivities of Daily Living (ADL); or 

(2) An individual age 18 or over who needs 
substantial human assistance or supervision 
because of cognitive or other mental impair
ment which impedes ability to function or 
causes behaviors that pose a serious health 
or safety hazard to the individual or others; 
or 

(3) A child who is receiving SSI disability 
payments or would be eligible for such pay
ments but for SSI income or resource limita
tions. 

A caregiver is a spouse, parent, child, rel
ative or other person who has primary re
sponsibility for providing care for an individ
ual with functional limitations, does not re
ceive financial renumeration for the care 
provided, and has provided care for a period 
of at least three months. 

Services are available without cost for a 
functionally impaired person with income 
below 200% of poverty, and on a sliding scale 
for persons with incomes above 200% of pov
erty and less than $75 ,000. 

SERVICES 
An eligible person is entitled to a maxi

mum of $2,400 of services per year. 
Services may be provided on an hourly, 

daily, or overnight basis, according to an in
dividual service plan based on an assessment 
of the caregiver and care recipient's particu
lar needs. 

Services include: companion services, 
homemaker services, personal assistance, 
community day se~·vices, temporary care in a 
licensed or accredited facility, and other 
services specified by the state. Services may 
not duplicate or supplant those available 
under Medicare, Medicaid, or private insur
ance. 

H.R.-
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Family 
Caregiver Support Act of 1993". 
SEC. 2. FAMILY CAREGIVER SUPPORT PROGRAM 

ESTABLISHED. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-The Social Security Act 

(42 U.S.C. 301 et seq.) is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new title: 
"TITLE XXI-GRANTS TO STATES FOR 

FAMILY CAREGIVER SUPPORT PRO
GRAMS 

"PURPOSE OF TITLE; AUTHORIZATION OF 
APPROPRIATIONS 

"SEC. 2101. For the purpose of enabling 
each State to furnish services to support in
formal caregivers of individuals with fui:c
tional limitations by providing services de
signed to facilitate and strengthen informal 
support systems to help maintain individuals 
with functional limitations within the com
munity, there are authorized to be appro
priated for each fiscal year such sums as 
may be necessary to carry out the purposes 
of this title. The sums made available under 
this section shall be used for making pay
ments to States which have submitted, and 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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had approved by the Secretary, State plans 
for family caregiver support services. 

" STATE PLANS FOR FAMILY CAREGIVER 
SUPPORT SERVICES 

" SEC. 2102. A State plan for family 
caregiver support services must-

" (l) provide that it shall be in effect in all 
political subdivisions of the State, and if ad
ministered by them, be mandatory upon 
them; 

" (2) provide for financial participation by 
the State equal to not less than 50 percent of 
the administrative costs of operating the 
program in the State; 

" (3) provide either for the establishment or 
designation of a single State agency or agen
cies (such agency may be the same agency 
established or designated under section 1902 
of this Act) to administer or supervise the 
administration of the plan in coordination 
with home and community-based services 
provided under title XIX of this Act; 

"(4) describe the steps that will be taken to 
ensure that all State government agencies 
responsible for the provision of family 
caregiver support services funded under this 
title with other Federal or State agencies or 
both on behalf of individuals with functional 
limitations and their caregivers shall be in
cluded in the development of the State plan 
so that all such services are coordinated 
with all other types of services and benefits 
such individuals and their caregivers may be 
receiving (or are eligible to receive); 

"(5) describe the steps to be taken to en
sure equitable access to family caregiver 
support services funded under this title for 
individuals of all ages with functional limi
tations and their caregivers, including indi
viduals who have cognitive, mental, devel
opmental, physical, sensory, or other impair
ments that meet the criteria of section 
2104(b)(l); 

"(6) describe the manner in which family 
caregiver support services funded under this 
title will be organized, delivered, and coordi
nated, statewide and within the various lo
calities of the State, in order to achieve the 
objectives specified in subparagraphs (4) and 
(5) of this subsection; 

" (7) specify the procedures used in notify
ing and obtaining input on the contents of 
the State plan from non-governmental orga
nizations and individuals with an interest in 
the welfare of individuals with functional 
limitations; 

" (8) provide that the State agency or agen
cie&-

"(A) make a determination of the need for 
family caregiver support services for the in
dividual with functional limitations; 

" (B) establish quality assurance for the de
livery of family caregiver support services, 
including evaluation of individual and fam
ily satisfaction with the services provided; 

" (C) establish a family caregiver support 
plan for each individual with functional lim
itations for services under this title, and pro
vide for periodic review and revision as nec
essary; and 

" (D) establish reimbursement levels for 
family caregiver support services; 

" (9) provide that family caregiver support 
services funded under this title to an individ
ual with functional limitations shall not 
supplant services otherwise provided to such 
individual for which such individual is eligi
ble under titles XVIII or XIX of this Act or 
under any other public or private program; 

"(10) provide-
"(A) that no copayment shall be required 

for individuals with functional limitations 
with incomes below 200 percent of the in
come official poverty line (as determined by 
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the Office of Management and Budget and re
vised annually in accordance with section 
673(2) of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation 
Act of 1981); and 

" (B) that a copayment shall be required on 
a sliding scale basis (as determined by the 
State) for individuals with functional limita
tions with incomes in excess of 200 percent of 
such income line ; and 

" (11) provide for making family caregiver 
support services available, including at least 
the care and services described in paragraphs 
(1) through (4) of section 2104(a) to all indi
viduals with functional limitations. 

" PAYMENT TO STATES 
" SEC. 2103. (a)(l) The Secretary (except as 

otherwise provided in this section) shall pay 
to each State which has a plan approved 
under this title, for each quarter, beginning 
with the quarter commencing January 1, 
1994-

" (A) an amount equal to 100 percent of the 
total amount expended during such quarter 
as family caregiver support services under 
the State plan subject to the applicable Fed
eral payment limitation described in para
graph (2); and 

" (B) an amount equal to 50 percent of so 
much of the sums expended during such 
quarter as found necessary by the Secretary 
for the proper and efficient administration of 
the State plan (including costs of needs de
termination and care planning) . 

" (2)(A) The applicable Federal payment 
limitation described in this paragraph is 
$2,400 per calendar year per individual with 
functional limitations, reduced by the offset, 
if any, described in subparagraph (B). 

" (B) The total Federal payment to any 
State for each individual with functional 
limitations for a calendar year shall be re
duced by the amount of any copayment paid 
by such an individual for family caregiver 
support services funded under this title in 
accordance with paragraph (10) of section 
2102. 

" (b) No payment shall be made under this 
title with respect to any amount expended 
for family caregiver support services in a 
calendar quarter for any individual with 
functional limitations with an income in ex
cess of $75,000 per year. 

''DEFINITIONS 
"SEC. 2104. (a) For purposes of this title, 

the term 'family caregiver support services' 
means care and services in the home, or in 
the community, provided on a temporary, 
short term, intermittent, or emergency basis 
to support a caregiver in caring for an indi
vidual with functional limitations, includ
ing-

" (l) companion services; 
" (2) homemaker services; 
" (3) personal assistance; 
"(4) day services in the community; 
"(5) temporary care in accredited or li

censed facilities (admission to a hospital or 
nursing home for out-of-home care for a brief 
stay); and 

" (6) such other services, as specified in the 
State plan. 

" (b)(l) For purposes of this title, an 'indi
vidual with functional limitations'-

"(A) is an individual 18 years of age or over 
who-

" (i) cannot perform (without substantial 
human assistance, including supervision) at 
least 3 of the activities of daily living de
scribed in subparagraphs (A) through (E) of 
paragraph (2); or 

" (ii) needs substantial human assistance or 
supervision because of cognitive or other 
mental impairment that-
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" (I) impedes ability to function ; or 
" (II) causes behavior that poses a serious 

health or safety hazard to such individual or 
others; or 

" (B) is a child who is receiving disability 
payments, or would be eligible for such pay
ments, but for the income or resource limita
tions considered for determining eligibility 
under title XVI of this Act. 

" (2) The activities of daily living described 
in this paragraph are

" (A) toileting; 
" (B) eating; 
" (C) transferring; 
"(D) dressing; and 
" (E) bathing. 
" (c) For purposes of this title, the term 

'caregiver' means a spouse, parent, child, rel
ative or other person who-

" (A) has primary responsibility (as defined 
by the Secretary) of providing care for one 
individual with functional limitations; 

" (B) does not receive financial remunera
tion for providing such care for such individ
ual; and 

" (C) who has provided such care to such in
dividual for a period of not less than 3 
months. 

" (d) For purposes of this title, the term 
'family caregiver support plan' means a writ
ten plan, developed in cooperation with the 
caregiver and the individual with functional 
limitations to reflect their choices and pref
erences for the type, frequency, and duration 
of family caregiver support services to be 
provided under the plan. 

"MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT 
" SEC. 2105. States receiving payments 

under section 2103 must maintain current 
levels of funding for family caregiver support 
services to individuals with functional limi
tations and their caregivers in order to be el
igible to continue to receive payments for 
such services under this title. ". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall become effec
tive with respect to services furnished on or 
after January 1, 1994. 

CAROLINE STAHLBUSH RETIRES 
AFTER 28 YEARS OF OUTSTAND
ING SERVICE 

HON. GERALD B.H. SOLOMON 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I judge a per
son by how much he or she gives back to her 
community, and by that standard, Caroline 
Pultz Stahlbush of Claverack, NY, is an out
standing American. 

Mrs. Stahlbush is retiring after 28 years of 
service as Claverack town clerk. But her serv
ice in that post only tells part of the story. I 
would like to say a few words about the rest 
of the story. 

She comes from one of the oldest and finest 
families in the area. Born on a farm in Colum
bia County, she used to walk 2 miles to a 1-
room schoolhouse, and every day in the sum
mer she delivered milk by horse and wagon to 
the nearby Borden processing plant. 

She eventually married Victor Stahlbush, 
and from early in her life began a habit of civic 
involvement that she never lost. She was in
volved with Ghent Lutheran Church and, after 
moving to Philmont, the Philmont Reformed 
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Church. At Philmont, she was active in the 
sewing group and ladies aid society, and 
taught Sunday School. 

Caroline Stahlbush played an important role 
in creating a hot lunch program at Philmont 
Union School, where she served as president 
of the PTA. 

She followed her husband to Niagara Falls 
during World War II, but returned to Columbia 
County and resumed her heavy civic involve
ment. She was a matron with the Eastern 
Star, Ames Chapter, and participated in the 
Masonic Blood Bank Program. She also joined 
the Mellenville Grange and the Henry Hudson 
Chapter of the Daughters of the American 
Revolution. 

In 1965, when her husband was no longer 
able to perform heavy construction work, and 
when town clerk, Kathryn Hamm, died, Caro
line Stahlbush applied for the position. She 
served in that position with distinction for 28 
years. At the same ··time, she was active in 
town and county Republican affairs and be
came an original member of the Town Clerks 
Association. 

Her retirement plans include spending more 
time with her family, daughter, Florence, 
grandson, Clinton Mossman, Jr., and his wife, 
Lori, and great-grandsons, Brandon and 
Aaron. She also hopes to remain active in 
Claverack Senior Citizens. 

Whatever her plans, we can all wish her 
well. She has not only been a pillar of her 
community, but one of the finest public serv
ants I've ever known. 

That is why, Mr. Speaker, I proudly ask you 
and all Members of this House to rise with me 
in tribute to Caroline Pultz Stahlbush, a great 
lady who has never held back when it comes 
to giving of herself to her community. 

DANIEL J. MARTINSON, LEGRAND 
SMITH SCHOLARSHIP WINNER 

HON. NICK SMITH 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday , May 5, 1993 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, it is 
indeed an honor to extend public commenda
tion to Daniel J. Martinson of Coldwater, Ml, in 
recognition of his exemplary achievements in 
leadership and scholarship. His outstanding 
accomplishments at Coldwater High School 
and in his community have earned for him the 
high accolade of receiving a 1993 LeGrand 
Smith Scholarship. 

A member of the National Honor Society, 
Daniel has wide-ranging academic and athletic 
interests and has earned the Citizen of the 
Year Award from the Daughters of the Amer
ican Revolution, the "I Dare You" Leadership 
Award, and numerous academic letter awards. 
Curious about how this and other lands are 
governed, he has been a representative in a 
model United Nations and participated in the 
"We the People" competition on the Bill of 
Rights. Outside of school, Daniel has been ac
tive in community youth activities as well as 
volunteer work with his church. Daniel is a re
markable young man, and one from whom we 
might all take inspiration as a fine leader for 
tomorrow. 
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In being named as a winner of a LeGrand 
Smith Scholarship, Daniel is being honored for 
demonstrating that same generosity of spirit, 
depth of intelligence, responsible citizenship, 
and capacity for human service that distin
guished the late LeGrand Smith (1908-70) of 
Somerset, Ml. 

Therefore, I am pleased to honor Daniel J. 
Martinson for his selection as a winner of a 
LeGrand Smith Scholarship. May his future 
years be guided and supported by the suc
cess, respect, and pride, that he has already 
earned for his hard work, enthusiasm, and 
leadership. 

BANKRUPTCY INFLATION ADJUST
MENT AMENDMENTS OF 1993 

HON. DON EDWARDS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mi. EDWARDS of California. Mr. Speaker, 
today I am introducing legislation which would 
update several key provisions of the Bank
ruptcy Code. The Bankruptcy Inflation Adjust
ment Amendments of 1993 would mandate an 
adjustment in the dollar limits in the code to 
reflect the impact of inflation on our economy. 

The rationale for this legislation is simple. 
The Bankruptcy Code was enacted in 1978 
and since that time, the inflation rate has ex
ceeded 100 percent. Since no changes in any 
of the dollar amounts have occurred since the 
code's enactment, these figures are now com
pletely out of date. 

The need for an inflation adjustment can 
perhaps be demonstrated most clearly in 
cases involving chapter 13 reor9anization. 
Currently, to file a chapter 13 petition, a debtor 
must have debts not exceeding $350,000. 
That debt limit made sense in 1978, but today, 
the balance on the debtor's mortgage alone, 
as in parts of my district in Silicon Valley, can 
be enough to keep the debtor out of chapter 
13 and force him or her into chapter 7 liquida
tion. 

The second part of this legislation is also 
long overdue. The Bankruptcy Inflation Adjust
ment Act provides for an adjustment every 5 
years of the dollar amounts in the code based 
on changes in the Consumer Price Index. This 
periodic adjustment provision would make cer
tain that the Bankruptcy Code continues to 
protect creditors and debtors in the same way 
that Congress intended when it adopted the 
code in 1978. As a result, debtors and credi
tors would no longer have to wait for congres
sional action to update the code. 

Mr. Speaker, the Bankruptcy Inflation Ad
justment Act of 1993 is a technical measure 
which ensures that the Bankruptcy Code can 
adjust to the economic conditions of the 
1990's and beyond. I urge my colleagues to 
support this measure. 
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TRIBUTE TO DR. JULIA DAVIS 

HON. WIWAM (BILL) CLAY 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
share the following article about Dr. Julia 
Davis, a former teacher from my district, who 
remained active in education until her death at 
age 101, 21 years after her formal retirement. 
I offer Dr. Davis' story as an illustration of the 
dedication and commitment our teachers have 
to educating the future leaders of America. 

The article appeared in the April 27, 1993, 
edition of the St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 

JULIA DA VIS DIES; TEACHER AND HISTORIAN 

(By Harry Levins) 
Dr. Julia Davis, a nationally known pio

neer in the teaching of black history, died 
Monday (April 26, 1993) at Incarnate Word 
Hospital. She was 101 and had lived independ
ently until recently in her home in St. 
Louis. 

She taught in the city's public schools for 
48 years. Well past retirement, at age 80, Dr. 
Davis helped to shape the city system's for
mal curriculum for the teaching of black his
tory-a passion that began in her childhood 
in St. Louis. 

"I began my interest at home," she told an 
interviewer in 1968, "reading my father's 
scrapbook, made up of pictures and clippings 
from papers and books." Through her years 
as a teacher, she made sure that her seventh
and eighth-graders knew about the accom
plishments of blacks. 

"The Negro has been overlooked in his
tory," she said- but not in her classrooms, 
and not at the St. Louis Library, where she 
set up the Julia Davis Fund with her own 
money. 

The library used the money to amass the 
Julia Davis Collection-2,720 volumes on 
blacks, their achievements and their con
tributions to society. The library describes it 
as "a major research collection." 

In 1974, to honor her services, the library 
opened the Julia Davis Branch, with 18,000 
volumes in 10,000 square feet of rented space 
at 4666 Natural Bridge Avenue. Over the 
years, the branch outgrew the space. 

Two months ago, the new Julia Davis 
Branch opened at 4415 Natural Bridge, with 
50,000 volumes in 15,000 new square feet of 
space. 

Never before had the library system named 
a branch for a living person. 

Dr. Davis spent most of her teaching ca
reer at Simmons Elementary School, 4318 St. 
Louis Avenue. The youngsters she taught 
never forgot her. 

One was Chuck Berry, the rock 'n' r.oll pio
neer. On the occasion of Dr. Davis ' lOOth 
birthday, in November 1991, Berry said, 
" She's a Baptist, but she was like a Catholic 
nun in the classroom. She taught in the ave
nue of pe,rfection. We tried to come close." 

Another was Henry Givens, now the presi
dent of Harris-Stowe State College. Back 
when he was principal of Douglass School in 
Webster Groves, he introduced Dr. Davis to 
his pupils in the gym as "my old teacher." 

That remark sparked mock outrage in Dr. 
Davis, a peppery woman. She stood up, told 
Givens and the pupils, " Young man, young 
people, I am not as old as he is"-and put her 
wiry, 5-foot, 6-inch frame through a cart
wheel on the gym floor . 

At the time, she was 77 years old. 
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Dr. Davis retired from teaching, in the for

mal sense, in 1961. But she remained a teach
er in almost everything she did. For exam
ple, she had a reputation as a teacher and 
nurturer of black ministers at Central Bap
tist Church, 2843 Washington Avenue, her 
spiritual home since 1903. 

The current pastor, the Rev. Ronald 
Paknett, said Dr. Davis "saw the supporting 
of the legacy of this church as primary." 

The church attracts a solid following of 
middle-class blacks, some of whom drive in 
from far off in the suburbs. For years, it had 
a reputation as a solemn, staid church. But 
in the past decade, the church has moved
not without some dispute-toward a more 
spontaneous form of worship. 

Dr. Davis helped to smooth the turmoil, 
Packnett said. "She was a peacemaker," he 
said, "a bridge between this church's tradi
tions and the opportunities of the future." 

When she died, she was still Central Bap
tist's historian. "I can't say for sure when 
she started," Packnett said, "but she's men
tioned as the historian in a church history 
she helped to get printed in 1927." 

In the classroom, Dr. Davis had little pa
tience with those who failed to do their 
work. In retirement, she had little patience 
with those who sought to publicize her own 
work. 

As she neared 100 in November 1991, she 
turned away would-be interviewers. Asked 
why, she said, "Because I am an old lady, 
and anything that anybody wants to know 
about me is in the library or in newspaper 
clips.'' 

Still, nobody who knew Dr. Davis called 
her taciturn. In accepting an award from the 
St. Louis Public Library in 1989, when she 
was 97, she said: 

"I'm sure you're saying that at my age, 
you're old enough to say 'Amen' and sit 
down. Well, I can't do that. There's too much 
work to be done." 

Her title of " Doctor" derived from honor
ary degrees given to her by the University of 
Missouri at St. Louis and by Harris-Stowe, 
the successor to her .alma mater, the old 
Stowe Teachers College. She went to Stowe 
after graduating from Dumas Elementary 
School and then from Sumner High School, 
Which had a special p~ace in her heart for the 
rest of her life. 

Dr. Davis got her master's degree from the 
University of Iowa and did graduate work at 
Lincoln University, Boston University, 
Northwestern, Syracuse, St. Louis Univer
sity and New York University. 

She wrote five monographs on black his
tory that were published by the St. Louis 
school system for use by students or teach
ers. Dr. Davis amassed a variety of honors 
and awards from such groups as the Urban 
League and the Human Development Cor
poration. 

Her only child, John Buckner, died in 1977; 
he had once been principal of her beloved 
Sumner. Dr. Davis' closest survivors are two 
nieces, Josephine Harris and Miriam Wheel
er, both of St. Louis, and two nephews, John 
W. Davis of Pagedale and William Huggins of 
St. Louis. 
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CORRECTIONS OFFICERS AT COX
SACKIE TYPICAL OF DEDICATED 
PROFESSIONALS 

HON. GERALD B.H. SOLOMON 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, in February, I 
had the privilege of touring the Coxsackie Cor
rectional Facility in our 22d Congressional Dis
trict. 

I was quite impressed, and today, I'd like to 
tell you why. 

The recent inmate violence in the southern 
Ohio prison served as a reminder of the sac
rifices we ask our corrections officers to make. 

In this day and age we probably put too 
much emphasis on the rights of criminals and 
not enough on those of victims. Least of all 
are the rights of corrections officers being pro
moted or guarded by any public advocacy 
group, or by the public at large. Part of that is 
because they are not as visible as other pro
fessionals in the law enforcement field, such 
as officers in municipal police departments or 
State troopers. 

On a daily basis, our corrections officers 
work with the most incorrigible, hardened 
criminals. It is, quite simply, one of the most 
dangerous of professions. And every bit of 
recognition they get is deserved. They cer
tainly have my admiration, especially after my 
tour and talks with the corrections officers of 
local 1264, council 82 at Coxsackie. 

The color guard from Coxsackie is attending 
the funeral of a correction officer killed in the 
Ohio riot. There is a great deal of solidarity 
across the country in this fraternity of proud 
and dedicated professionals. 

I will not be able to attend another tour on 
May 13, when a luncheon and other cere
monies will take place. That is why, Mr. 
Speaker, I would ask all Members of this 
House to rise and join me for our own overdue 
tribute to local 1264 and to the corrections offi
cers of America. We ask them to do an impos
sible job. Let's let them know we appreciate 
how well they do it. 

TRIBUTE TO ALL LEGRAND SMITH 
SCHOLARSHIP FINALISTS 

HON. NICK SMITH 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, it is a 
sincere pleasure to recognize the finalists of 
the LeGrand Smith scholarship contest. This 
special honor is appropriate tribute to the aca
demic accomplishment, demonstration of lead
ership and responsibility, and commitment to 
social involvement displayed by this remark
able young adult. We all have reason to cele
brate their success, for it is in their promising 
and capable hands that our future rests. 

The finalists of the LeGrand Smith scholar
ship contest are being honored for showing 
the same generosity of spirit, depth of intel
ligence, and capacity for human service that 
distinguished the late LeGrand Smith (1908-
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1970) of Somerset, Ml. They are young men 
and women of character, ambition, and initia
tive, who have already learned well the value 
of hard work, discipline, and commitment. 

These exceptional students have consist
ently displayed their dedication, intelligence, 
and concern throughout their high school ex
perience. They are people who stand out 
among their peers due to their many achieve
ments and the disciplined manner in which 
they meet challenges. While they have already 
accomplished a great deal, these young peo
ple possess unlimited potential, for they have 
learned the keys to success in any endeavor. 
We proudly honor the teachers, family mem
bers, and friends who have had a positive in
fluence on the lives of these young leaders. 

As a Member of the Congress of the United 
States of America, I am proud to join with the 
many admirers in extending our highest praise 
and congratulations to Krista Watson, Kendra 
Schaadt, Andrew Brown, Johannes Zinser, 
Stacey Sober, Philip Wahtola, Amy Macrellis, 
Wendy Stimer, Charles Hunt, Amy D'Lynn 
Lamoreaux, Long Thanh Tran, Jason 
Salsbury, Penny Kroa, Angela Merrill, and 
Amy Jo Partin, as finalists of the LeGrand 
Smith scholarship competition. 

A TRIBUTE TO CARMEN ORECHIO 

HON. HERB KLEIN 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 
Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to pay 

tribute to a cherished friend, the mayor of Nut
ley, NJ, Mr. Carmen Orechio. This hard
working and dedicated humanitarian has self
lessly served the State of New Jersey for 
more than 25 years. 

On May 4, 1993, Mayor Orechio will be
come the 21st recipient of the distinguished 
Dr. Virginius D. Mattia Public Service Award. 
This award is given annually to a member of 
our community who has demonstrated out
standing voluntarism and community service. 

Mayor Orechio has been an exemplorary 
role model. The children of our area love him 
because he was the force behind the creation 
of Nutley's Midget League Football Program. 
The seniors adore him because he started the 
senior citizen transportation system, a pro
gram he was so dedicated to that he actually 
drove the bus himself to guarantee its suc
cess. The general public has been impressed 
by him because of his very active service on 
the United Hospital Medical Center's board of 
trustees. 

In order to better help his community, espe
cially the disabled and downtrodden, Mayor 
Orechio threw his hat in the political ring. He 
began serving the public when he was elected 
to the Nutley Board of Commissioners. Mayor 
Orechio also served in the New Jersey State 
Senate as Senate President and, occasionally, 
as acting-Governor. Through Orechio's influ
ence in the State legislature, he was able to 
demonstrate the need for group homes for the 
mentally retarded. Mayor Orechio takes health 
care and the environment extremely seriously 
and he tirelessly works toward solving the 
problems associated with these two issues 
that often plague our communities. 
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Mr. Speaker, I am honored to have Mayor 

Orechio dedicating so much time and effort for 
the betterment of our community, especially 
for those that are less fortunate. I would like 
to thank Mayor Orechio for serving the com
munity of Nutley, and the entire State of New 
Jersey, for more than 25 years. Mayor Car
men Orechio deserves to be the recipient of 
this prestigious award, and I congratulate him 
for all of his remarkable achievements. 

INTRODUCTION OF THE RURAL 
COMMUNITY WATER POLLUTION 
CONTROL ASSISTANCE ACT 

HON. JILL L LONG 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVER 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Ms. LONG. Mr. Speaker, today I will be in
troducing the Rural Community Water Pollu
tion Control Assistance Act, legislation to 
amend the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act-Clean Water Act-to provide small, rural 
communities the means to adequately address 
their local water quality needs by helping them 
to more effectively finance the construction 
and maintenance of federally mandated 
wastewater treaiment facilities. First, I sin
cerely thank the gentleman from Illinois, Mr. 
EWING, who is an original cosponsor of this 
measure, for his helpful assistance in piecing 
ttiis legislation together. 

The Clean Water Act is a landmark meas
ure that has been instrumental in improving 
the quality of our waters in both urban and 
rural areas. I wholeheartedly support the intent 
of the act and the State revolving fund [SRF] 
concept-a revolving loan program estab
lished in the 1987 amendments with the in
tended purpose of providing an unending 
source of State revenue for wastewater treat
ment construction. However, despite the good, 
economically feasible intentions of the SRF, 
the available funds not only remain in short 
supply, but are still not finding their way down 
to the small, rural communities. 

Mr. Speaker, our Nation's clean water 
needs are expanding while our existing clean 
water infrastructure continues to deteriorate. A 
1988 Environmental Protection Agency [EPA] 
study-the most recent study on clean water 
needs-estimated that by the year 2008, $80 
billion will be needed for wastewater treatment 
construction. Others have estimated a level 
closer to $11 O billion. While these figures are 
quite significant, the needs of rural commu
nities throughout this Nation are proportion-

. ately even more staggering. 
What is also disturbing is that at the time of 

the 1988 target for secondary treatment com
pliance, 80 percent of the communities that 
did not fall into compliance were communities 
with populations of less than 10,000, accord
ing to the EPA. However, while the General 
Accounting Office [GAO] indicated in a 1992 
study that SRF's have been more effective in 
providing additional assistance to these small
er communities than the previous title II grant 
program, nevertheless, a large majority of the 
communities that still have not fallen into com
pliance remain those same towns of less than 
10,000 people. 
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Meanwhile, these communities must meet 
compliance deadlines, and are forced to pay 
penalties for noncompliance. Ironically, how
ever, they find themselves unable to gain ac
cess to affordable financing to take the nec
essary steps to meet compliance regulations
in this case, constructing needed wastewater 
treatment facilities. Meanwhile, the estimated 
$13 billion or more in wastewater facility 
needs in rural communities continue to grow. 

Finding solutions to our current clean water 
financing mechanism, as well as determining 
future clean water needs, while taking into ac
count our Nation's dire budgetary condition, 
has proven to be an arduous task, but im
provements can and must be made. I am con
fident that this legislation will yield improve
ments in relation to these problems by provid
ing practical steps toward solving many of the 
problems faced by small, rural communities, 
while maintaining a healthy environment for all 
Americans in the future. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation provides small, 
rural communities with the resources, the ex
pertise, and the financial flexibility necessary 
to complete the process required to effectively 
compete for available funding. The legislation 
also provides small communities access to the 
financing and technical know-how necessary 
to construct needed wastewater facilities now 
and in the future by creating constructive and 
innovative approaches within the existing fi
nancing framework. While refraining from en
acting future laws which apply "one-size fits 
all" mandates on communities of varying 
sizes, with unique problems and solutions, this 
legislation promotes effective and cost-efficient 
ways to tackle our pressing clean water needs 
by instituting "bottom-to-top" approaches to 
carry out Federal programs. 

The first approach proposes to make 
wastewater treatment construction financing 
more flexible, giving small communities more 
of a chance to find alternative, less costly, and 
environmentally sound wastewater treatment 
facility designs while providing more access to 
State SRF's. These provisions would give the 
States the discretion to extend, for rural com
munities, the federally mandated loan repay
ment period, the time period before principal 
and interest payments commence, and the 
time period when loans are to be fully amor
tized. 

Mr. Speaker, in rural areas there is much 
greater land space per resident where 
wastewater treatment facilities are less likely 
to pose an inconvenience to its users. Taken 
together with the low population density of 
such areas, these factors may permit the de
velopment of facility alternatives which are 
less technologically advanced, less costly, and 
have longer design lives. The provisions men
tioned above recognizes these unique charac
teristics, giving States the flexibility to pre
scribe financial remedies that are responsive 
to communities' individual needs toward the 
improvement of the quality of their local water 
resources. 

In addition, in order to further ensure that 
small, rural communities can effectively com
pete for SRF assistance, and to address the 
current inequity in small communities' lack of 
access to SRF financing, this legislation would 
require States to establish an account, to be 
capitalized from a portion of their SRF, to be 
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dedicated to small, rural communities for 
wastewater treatment facility construction ac
tivity. 

Mr. Speaker, rural communities also find it 
difficult in obtaining funding because they are 
unfamiliar with the process necessary to ob
tain an SRF loan and unable to formulate a 
concrete design, engineering, and manage
ment plan for a proposed wastewater treat
ment facility due to a lack of expertise, tech
nical know-how, and specialization. On the 
other hand, a typical urban center often has its 
own legion of economic specialists and expert 
designers and engineers. 

To make up for rural communities limited re
sources, and to ensure that both accessibility 
and flexibility are achieved, while keeping in 
mind our national clean water goals, a small 
portion of a State's SRF would be used to 
fund a technical assistance program to be 
dedicated to small, rural communities. This 
program, to be administered by the States, 
would provide assistance and guidance to 
rural communities with financial management, 
budgeting, planning, and development of fund
ing to further enhance their ability of consider
ing available facility options. The technical as
sistance program also seeks to ensure that in
formation would be available for wastewater 
facility managers during the operation of a fa
cility to facilitate the most cost-effective facility 
operation with regard to maintenance require
ments, repairs, management restructuring, and 
other improvements. 

Mr. Speaker, for far too long, small rural 
communities have been placed at a distinct 
disadvantage when trying to obtain assistance 
from SRF's to use for constructing wastewater 
treatment facilities. Needless to say, these 
communities are eager to take tha necessary 
steps to ensure the future health of the envi
ronment. While these proposals collectively 
will not be a panacea to the funding disparity 
between large and small communities, I am 
confident that they will significantly improve a 
small community's ability to more effectively 
compete for available assistance, maintain a 
cost-efficient facility, and improve its local en
vironment, while adding nothing to our Na
tion's budget deficit. 

In the interests of promoting the future 
health of our environment, mitigating the in
creased costs associated with further delays in 
the allocation of funding for these purposes, 
and providing remedies to the current inequity 
in the SRF financing system, I am hopeful that 
my colleagues will find this proposal worthy of 
their support. 

REPAIRS OF U.S. NAVY VESSELS 

HON. RANDY "DUKE" CUNNINGHAM 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I am intro
ducing legislation today to insure that U.S. 
shipyards have the primary responsibility for 
the repair, maintenance, and overhaul of U.S. 
Navy vessels. 

Currently, 10 U.S.C. 7309 states that all 
Navy ships homeported in the United States 
must be repaired in the United States. Implied 
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in this language is that ships homeported 
oveJseas may be repaired overseas. The law 
also states that emergency or voyage repair 
may be done wherever necessary, whether in 
a foreign or a domestic shipyard. My legisla
tion does not modify this second provision. 

My bill simply deletes the · words 
"homeported in the United States" from the 
law. Under my legislation, the Navy must do 
all regular maintenance and repair work in a 
U.S. shipyard, except for emergency and voy
age repair. 

Why is this legislation necessary? First and 
foremost, the ship repair industry is on the 
verge of economic collapse. Between the de
cline in the domestic merchant marine, contin
ued unfair trading practices and foreign ship
yard subsidies, and proposed cuts in the Navy 
to a fleet of perhaps 320 ships, there is not 
enough work to save this industry from extinc
tion. 

For many years, the United States has op
erated shipyards in Japan, principally at 
Yokosuka. At the height of the cold war, with 
the conflicts in Korea and Vietnam, this was a 
sound policy. But today, we have the absurd 
situation of the U.S. Navy assigning so much 
work to Yokosuka that it is forced to sub
contract repair to private Japanese shipyards. 
This is happening while U.S. workers are 
being laid off. 

The Yokosuka shipyard cannot handle the 
workload. A Navy document stated that al
though the historic workload at Yokosuka is 
around 253,000 man-days per year, the Navy 
projects 400,000 man-days per year in fiscal 
years 1993, 1994, and 1995. The excess 
which cannot be handled will go to private 
Japanese shipyards. I stress, this is not emer
gency work. This is routine maintenance and 
overhaul work. 

The problem, although most acute in Japan, 
is not limited to that country. After the closure 
of the Subic Bay base in the Philippines, the 
United States signed a new agreement with 
Singapore to allow Navy ships to berth and re
pair there. Now, again, I have no objection to 
doing emergency repairs in Singapore or any
where else. But an April 1 article in Inside the 
Navy reported that Singapore Shipbuilding and 
Engineering and several other firms have 
signed a deal to jointly bid on U.S. Navy work. 
The current law would allow these shipyards 
to bid on and win routine maintenance con
tracts on American Navy ships. 

A 1992 report by the General Accounting 
Office concluded that the Navy had not fol
lowed repeated congressional directives to 
limit overseas maintenance. Indeed, Congress 
has acted in 1984, 1985, 1987, and 1988 to 
refine the law, but the problem remains. I be
lieve this legislation will help the struggling 
shipyards of America and is in keeping with 
previous congressional efforts to limit over
seas ship repair. 

This week, I met with a number of shipyard 
owners. Many of them told me that they don't 
need or want defense conversion assistance
they need ship repair contracts. By bringing 
these Government contracts home from over
seas, we can provide those contracts and pre
serve some high wage, high skill jobs. Com
mon sense tells us that we ought to competi
tively bid that work in the United States. 
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Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to join 
me in this effort by cosponsoring this legisla
tion. 

A TRIBUTE TO CLARENCE 
BLAKESLEE 

HON. PAUL B. HENRY 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. HENRY. Mr. Speaker, I call to your at
tention today the many years of dedicated 
community service of Clarence Blakeslee, of 
Rockford, Ml. 

Few people are ever able to give to their 
community the way Clarence has. 

He served his country in World War II, and 
authored a book on his experience during the 
Battle of the Bulge. 

He built a successful family business in 
Rockford, and then went on to serve as city 
commissioner and mayor. From 1980 through 
1984 he was a member of the Kent County 
Board of Commissioners. 

Folks know him as Uncle Clarence. They 
also know him for his ever-present camera. 
Clarence has chronicled just about every im
portant event in our community for as long as 
I can remember. 

Throughout my public career, Mr. Speaker, 
Clarence Blakeslee's photographs have cap
tured the memories I hold dear today. 

As you know, it is easy to become caught 
up in the fray of activity here in Washington or 
back home and not take the time to reflect. 

I can tell you, though, that thanks to my 
"Blakeslee Album," I have always been able 
to look back warmly on the many good things 
our community has accomplished. 

Thanks to his interest and dedication, Clar
ence Blakeslee has set the prime example for 
community service in west Michigan. 

A RESOLUTION OF THE NEBRASKA 
UNICAMERAL LEGISLATURE 

HON. PETER HOAGLAND 
OF NEBRASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to submit for the RECORD the following resolu
tion adopted by the Nebraska Unicameral Leg
islature. 

NINETY-THIRD LEGISLATURE, FIRST SESSION 

LEGISLATIVE RESOLUTION 25 

Introduced by Coordsen, 32; Preister, 5. 
Committee: Government, Military and 

Veterans Affairs. 
Whereas, there are at least 2,273 American 

service personnel and civilians who have yet 
to be accounted for in southeast Asia as a re
sult of the aftermath of the war in Vietnam 
and southeast Asia; and 

Whereas, twenty-one of those unaccounted 
for in southeast Asia are Nebraskans whose 
names, hometowns, branch of service, and 
date of capture or loss follow: 

Gerald M. Biber, Benkelman, Army, April 
22, 1961. 

Delmar G. Booze, Papillion, Marine Corps, 
January 24, 1966. 
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Herbert 0. Brennan, O'Neill, Air Force, No

vember 26, 1967. 
Richard D. Brenning, Lincoln, Navy, July 

26, 1969. 
Michael S. Confer, McCook, Navy, October 

10, 1966. 
Robert J. Cordova, Boystown, Navy, Janu- · 

ary 27, 1968. 
Donald C. Grella, Laurel, Navy, December 

28 ,. 1965. 
Harold Kahler, Lincoln, Air Force, June 

14, 1969. 
Larry G. Kier, Omaha, Army, May 6, 1970. 
Michael L. Klingner, McCook, Air Force, 

April 6, 1970. 
Paul G. Magers, Sidney, Army, June 

1, 1971. 
Larry J. Newman, North Platte, Air Force, 

June 18, 1972. 
Howard Ogden, Jr., Omaha, Marine Corps, 

October 18, 1967. 
Larry W. Robinson, Randolph, Marine 

Corps, January 5, 1970. 
Thomas E. Scheurich, Norfolk, Navy, 

March 1, 1968. 
Stanley K. Smiley, Sidney, Navy, July 

20, 1969. 
Doyle R. Sprick, Ft. Calhoun, Marine 

Corps, January 24, 1966. 
Ronald D. Stafford, Oxford, Air Force, No

vember 21, 1972. 
Willie E. Stark, Omaha, Army, December 

2, 1966. 
Daniel W. Thomas, Danbury, Air Force, 

July 6, 1971. 
Larry A. Zich, Lincoln, Army, April 3, 

1972; and 
Whereas, there is a body of credible evi

dence suggesting that live Americans or 
identifiable remains of Americans remain in 
southeast Asia; and 

Whereas, the executive branch of the Unit
ed States Government and the Congress of 
'the United States have declared that resolu
tion of this issue is of the "highest national 
priority"; and 

Whereas, the agencies of the United States 
Government, including the Department of 
Defense and the Defense Intelligence Agency 
have had since the official termination of 
hostilities in May 1975 to resolve these is
sues; and 

Whereas, the Department of Defense has 
created and maintained an unnecessary veil 
of secrecy and ignorance by classifying most 
of the available information concerning live 
sightings, status reports, and other data re
lating to those who are still missing, the de
classification Qf which would not com
promise resources, means, methods, and 
identities of intelligence operatives; and 

Whereas, it would appear that by promul
gating a classified plan referred to as a "road 
map for normalization of relations" between 
the United States, Laos, Cambodia, and Viet
nam, the United States Government appears 
to be poised to " normalize" relations with 
those governments in spite of the unresolved 
issues concerning prisoners of war, those 
missing in action, and the repatriation of the 
remains of those Americans who made the 
ultimate sacrifice. 

Now, therefore, be it Resolved by the Members 
of the ninety-third Legislature of Nebraska, first 
session: 1. That the Legislature urges the 
President of the United States, by executive 
order, to declassify information, data, and 
intelligence pertaining to all matters rel
ative to these issues, except for that data or 
information which would reveal the means, 
methods, and identities of intelligence 
operatives. 

2. That the Legislature urges that the re
spective branches of the armed services be 
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assigned to resolve these issues, that any 
and all remains returned in the future from 
southeast Asia be placed, for purposes of 
identification, with the Smithsonian Institu
tion, Washington, D.C., and that during the 
process of normalization of relations with 
those countries of southeast Asia these is
sues are satisfactorily and adequately ad
dressed. 

3. That the Clerk of the Legislature for
ward a copy of this resolution to the Presi
dent of the United States, to the President of 
the Senate, to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives of Congress, and to the con
gressional delegation representing the State 
of Nebraska in the Congress of the United 
States. 

I, Patrick J. O'Donnell, hereby certify that 
the foregoing is a true and correct copy of 
Legislative Resolution 25, which was passed 
by the Legislature of Nebraska in Ninety
third Legislature, First Session, on the 
twenty-seventh day of April, 1993. 

INTERSTATE CHILD SUPPORT ACT 
OF 1993 

HON. BARBARA 8. KENNEil Y 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to introduce the Interstate Child Support Act of 
1993. This bill is designed to address the 
compelling-and complex-problems of inter
state child support enforcement. It is legisla
tion that will make a real difference in chil
dren's lives. 

In an excellent article in a recent issue of 
Atlantic magazine, Barbara Dafoe Whitehead, 
the author, focuses our attention on the effect 
of one-parent households on the economic 
well-being of children. Children in single-par
ent households are six times as likely to be 
poor and to stay poor longer. Twenty-two per
cent of these children during their childhood 
will live in poverty for 7 years or more, as 
compared to 2 percent of children in two-par
ent households. One of the most effective 
things that we can do as legislators is encour
age and ensure that child support payments 
are made consistently and timely. 

I am sure that we have all heard about child 
support problems from our constituents. I 
know that this is a problem in my district and 
in Connecticut-and is a problem throughout 
the country. 

Did you know that millions of children are 
not paid the child support they are owed? In 
1989, this "deficit" was over $5 billion. The 
Census Bureau, based on a 1990 study, esti
mates that as much as $20 billion in delin
quent child support is owed. 

Did you know that only about half of custo
dial parents due support receive the full 
amount, while about 25 percent receive a par
tial payment and 25 percent receive no pay
ments? 

Did you know that about 4 out of 1 O custo
dial parents do not have support orders? 

Did you know that only $1 of every $10 of 
child support collected is from interstate cases 
although 3 out of every 1 O cases are interstate 
cases? 

I have been working on this legislation since 
1984 and am proud to have authored the 
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1984 Child Supp'ort Enforcement Amend
ments, which set a new direction in assuring 
services to all children and aggressively seek
ing payment of support. 

I was fortunate to have the opportunity to 
serve as a Commissioner on the U.S. Com
mission on Interstate Child Support, author
ized by Congress to address specific problems 
of interstate cases. 

I have served in the Congress for over 12 
years and the experience of serving on the 
Commission has been one of the most re
warding experiences in my public service ca
reer. Participating in the public forums and de
bates of the Commission, I heard first-hand of 
the plight of children who do not receive ade
quate and consistently paid child support, and 
of custodial parents trying to support and keep 
their families together, often working two jobs 
just to meet their family's basic financial 
needs. 

The Commission's report, issued last Au
gust, is comprehensive and its recommenda
tions innovative, workable, and well-devel
oped. My bill implements the majority of the 
Commission's recommendations, in addition to 
some additional provisions. I believe that this 
bill will be effective in increasing support pay
ments to our children and helping our children 
receive these payments faster. 

In general terms, my legislation calls for: 
Strengthening both the State and Federal pro
grams; expanding computerized locate sys
tems; strengthening enforcement mechanisms; 
establishing and clarifying State jurisdiction, 
and implementing the "one state-one order" 
principle; establishing voluntary, civil penalty 
consent programs; authorizing demonstration 
programs for an assurance system, for revised 
Federal payment formulas to States, and for 
the development of support order establish
ment outreach programs; and studying the 
feasibility of an employment program for non
custodial parents. 

I have prepared a more detailed list of provi
sions which I ask to be entered into the 
RECORD. 

I ·am gratified by the attention child support 
is finally receiving and look forward to working 
with the Administration on this critical issue. I 
ask my distinguished colleagues to join me in 
my efforts to give our children a more finan
cially and emotionally secure childhood. We 
can't promise happiness to every child but we 
can act to ensure that noncustodial parents 
behave responsibly-that they acknowledge 
their children and pay their court-ordered child 
support. As one custodial parent testified last 
year, "Non-support is a crime against children, 
a crime which causes poverty." I ask you join 
me in supporting this legislation. 
CONGRESSWOMAN BARBARA B. KENNELLY'S 

INTERSTATE CHILD SUPPORT ACT OF 1993 
FACTSHEET 

I. LOCATE AND OASE TRACKING 

Expands access to automated state agency 
data bases. 

Expands network by linking states 
through the Federal Parent Locate System. 

Establishes a state registry of support or
ders and a national registry of abstracted in
formation from these orders. 

Establishes new hire W--4 process to report 
child support. 

II . ESTABLISHMENT 

Implements a one state-one order prin
ciple. 
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Establishes bases of jurisdiction over non

residents to establish paternity and support 
orders and enforce orders. 

Limits the modification of one state's or
ders by another. 

Requires all courts to give full faith and 
credit to the terms of all support or parent
age orders. 

Sets up outreach demonstration program 
for support order establishment. 

Designates some local legal assistance 
funds to help eligible custodial parents ob
tain support orders. 

III. PARENTAGE 

Requires states to develop a process for 
civil voluntary paternity acknowledgment. 

Provides hospital-based paternity estab
lishment outreach program. 

Establishes thresholds of parentage, based 
on DNA testing. 

Establishes paternity and support as a sin
gle action, with provision for temporary sup
port. 

IV. ENFORCEMENT 

Requires that employers honor withhold
ing notice of any state. 

Denies issuance or renewal of state or fed
eral occupational, business and professional 
licenses; vehicle registrations; or driver's li
censes if noncustodial parent is subject to a 
warrant. Temporary licensing provisions are 
included. 

Denies federal benefits, loans or loan guar
antees, or federal employment if noncusto
dial parent has large arrearages. 

Establishes liens on vehicle titles; attaches 
bank accounts, retirement accounts and life 
insurance policies; and seizes windfall pay
outs. 

Calls for interest to be paid on arrearages. 
Requires an IRS/GAO study of an annual 

reconciliation process to pay arrearages as 
part of the federal tax payment process. ' 

Calls for the US to ratify the l "N Treaty of 
1956. 

V. COLLECTION AND DISTRIBUTION 

Sets out priority of distribution of arrear
ages. 

Establishes one state-wide or region-wide 
point for collection, accounting and distribu
tion of payments. 

Encourages states to encourage parents to 
elect payment of support through the state 
IV- D agency. 

VI. FEDERAL ROLE 

Elevates child support function within De
partment of Health and Human Services. 

Provides training assistance to states. 
Requires staffing studies of state's case

loads, with results of the studies to be imple
mented by the states. 

Authorizes demonstrations to look at fed
eral funding methods to states. 

Requires that over a five FY-period, fed
eral incentive payments be reinvested by 
states in child support programs. 

Authorizes five state-wide demonstrations 
to look at an assurance program. 

VII. STATE ROLE 

Sets out the mission and duties of each 
state IV- D agency. 

Encourages states to set up Child Support 
Councils. 

VIII . JOBS PROGRAM FOR NONCUSTODIAL 
PARENTS 

Requires Department of Labor (DoL) to 
evaluate a jobs program for noncustodial 
parents, to be placed organizationally in 
DoL. 

[Note: An indepth analysis of the Inter
state Child Support Act of 1993 is available 
by calling Ranit Schmelzer at 202-225-2265.) 
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JULIE ANULEWICZ, LEGRAND 
SMITH SCHOLARSHIP WINNER 

HON. NICK SMITH 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, I am 
honored to publicly recognize the outstanding 
accomplishments of Julie Anulewicz of Jack
son, Ml. Her exemplary achievements in lead
ership and scholarship at Michigan Center 
High School and in her community have 
earned for her a coveted 1993 LeGrand Smith 
Scholarship. 

Julie Anulewicz is an exceptional student. A 
member of the National Honor Society, Julie 
has wide-ranging academic interests and has 
earned the Good Citizen Award from the 
Daughters of the American Revolution. She 
served as class president, student council rep
resentative, yearbook editor, and is a member 
of the social science academic team, English 
academic team, leadership forum, and prom 
committee. 

These school activities would be more than 
enough to keep most people busy. Julie, how
ever, also was active in the Yes for Youth 
Committee of Jackson and volunteered at the 
Lyle Tarrant Center for Mentally and Phys
ically Impaired. 

In being named as a winner of a LeGrand 
Smith Scholarship, Julie Anulewicz is being 
honored for demonstrating that same generos
ity of spirit, depth of intelligence, responsible 
citizenship, and capacity for human service 
that distinguished the late LeGrand Smith-
1908-70--0f Somerset, Ml. 

Therefore, I am pleased to honor Julie 
Anulewicz for her selection as a winner of a 
LeGrand Smith Scholarship. To this remark
able young woman, I extend my most heartfelt 
good wishes for all her future endeavors. 

MUNICIPAL LIABILITY AND 
SUPERFUND 

HON. CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, today, the En
ergy and Commerce Subcommittee on Trans
portation and Hazardous Waste conducted a 
hear in exploring the issue of municipal liability 
in the Superfund toxic waste cleanup program. 
As author of two pieces of legislation aimed at 
resolving this growing problem which burdens 
taxpayers with disproportionate cleanup costs 
and threatens the Superfund Program itself, I 
commend the subcommittee for taking this 
issue to task. 

Nearly 34,000 hazardous waste sites have 
been identified since the inception of the 
Superfund Program in 1980. Of those, reme
dial cleanups have been completed at only 
148 spots and cleanup is in progress at an ad
ditional 442 spots. A large part of what is hold
ing up prompt action at the remaining sites in 
the endless litigation which has made itself a 
part of the Supertund Program. 

In June 1991, I took the first step toward 
clearing away this obstacle. Following exten-
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sive discussion with municipalities and school 
boards, I introduced the first bill to protect 
generators and transporters of everyday 
household garbage, or municipal solid waste 
[MSW], who are vulnerable to extensive law
suits brought by industrial polluters. The Toxic 
Pollution Responsibility Act (H.R. 2767) would 
have closed the loophole in the Superfund law 
to protect taxpayers from third party litigation, 
restore the integrity of the Superfund Program, 
and help expedite the final cleanup. I have re
introduced this legislation this year as H.R. 
540. 

This year, I have also introduced legislation 
to cap total liability for generator and trans
porters of MSW at any given site at 4 percent. 
This good faith approach originated in the 
EPA's own internal guidelines created last 
summer, as well as similar language which 
passed in the Senate last year. Unfortunately, 
neither effort was successful in enacting the 4-
percent formula. 

Over the years, the EPA has been forced to 
concentrate more and more money and effort 
on its enforcement capabilities-pinning indus
trial polluters with increasing financial respon
sibility for cleanup. In fact, the fiscal year 
1992, principal responsible parties [PRPs] did 
72 percent of the new Superfund cleanup 
work. The industrial polluters, in turn, discov
ered that they could exploit the joint and sev
eral liability provisions of Superfund and pur
sue municipalities and school boards in third 
party litigation to recoup cleanup costs. 

The polluters are trying to equate 1 ton of 
hazardous, toxic, chemical waste with 1 ton of 
municipal solid waste [MSW]-coffee grinds, 
batteries, and empty laundry detergent con
tainers. This is clearly a case of apples and 
oranges and it is unfair. 

Even the EPA recognized this inequity and 
in December 1989, promulgated the interim 
CERCLA municipal settlement policy which in
dicated that the EPA would not pursue munici
palities and other individuals or entities which 
have done nothing more than generate or 
transport MSW. This did not, however, protect 
municipalities from the budget-breaking third 
party litigation. 

The issue has particularly dire con
sequences for my State of New Jersey, which 
has the highest number of Superfund sites 
within its boundaries-103 of the 1,275 sites 
on the National Priorities List [NPL] of the 
most offensive hazardous waste sites. As of 
January, 163 local governments and 57 school 
boards were being sued by industrial polluters 
to contribute to cleanup costs. 

Unlike the polluters named by the EPA as 
responsible parties because of their part in 
creating the mess, these municipalities and 
school boards are being punished for fulfilling 
the basic needs of their communities. In my 
district, for instance, the 884 residents of Roo
sevelt, NJ are being sued by industrial pollut
ers for cleanup of the Lone Pine Landfill for $1 
million. This is the settlement only; it doesn't 
touch upon the legal fees. 

While full exemption for MSW generators 
and transporters remains the ultimate goal, the 
4-percent municipal liability cap represents a 
positive step in the right direction. The tiny 
borough of Roosevelt, NJ mentioned above, 
would be liable for an estimated $46,200 using 
the 4-percent rule. This is clearly far less bur-
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densome than the $1 million settlement which 
threatens them in a Superfund law devoid of 
protection. . 

Superfund was clearly established and reau
thorized on the principle that the polluter pays. 
The Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act [CERCLA] es
tablished a program by which the parties re
sponsible for the hazardous waste sites would 
pay for cleanup. The tax-financed Superfund 
Program was only ment to pay for cleanup if 
no PRP's could be located and proved re
sponsible or those found were unable to pay 
the costs. 

The Superfund Program has had its suc
cesses with 148 site cleanups completed and 
another 442 in progress. It deserves the 
prompt reauthorization by the Congress. But 
we would be remiss if we did not take this op
portunity to revisit the snags and imperfections 
which have observed during the first 12 years 
of the program-the question of municipal li
ability being the most egregious. 

When Congress established the Superfund 
toxic waste cleanup program over a decade 
ago-modeled after my own State of New Jer
sey's Spill Compensation and Control Act, few 
anticipated the scope of the hazardous waste 
site problem in our Nation. 

New Jersey is once again taking the lead on 
this issue with legislation addressing the mu
nicipal liability problem introduced by myself 
and Mr. TORRICELLI in the House and Mr. LAu
TENBERG in the Senate. I encourage all of my 
colleagues to join me in protecting the tax
payer and restoring the credibility of the 
Superfund Program. 

IN HONOR OF 50TH ANNIVERSARY 
OF KUP'S COLUMN AND DISTIN
GUISHED CAREER OF COL
UMNIST IRV KUPCINET 

HON. BOBBY L RUSH 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, I would like the 
record to add my heartfelt congratulations to 
hundreds of my fellow Chicago citizens in 
honor of one of Illinois' most outstanding citi
zens and distinguished journalists, my friend, 
Irv Kupcinet. 

Known affectionately as Kup, Irv Kupcinet 
has, for the last 50 years, published "Kup's 
Column" and, in doing so, has brought class, 
distinction, a touch of humor, and a sense of 
justice to a media genre that rarely encom
passes any of these qualities. 

Throughout his career, Kup has developed 
a reputation for writing about issues that are, 
at times, unpopular among his peers. It was 
true in the 1960's when he was one of the first 
journalists to speak out in support of the late 
Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.'s march and hous
ing activism in Chicago, and it remains true 
today as he takes progressive stands in sup
port of a woman's right to choose, human 
rights in the United States and abroad, and 
civil rights for lesbians and gays. 

I salute the remarkable career of Irv 
Kupcinet and wish him and his lovely wife 
Essie all the best. 
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U.S. HOLOCAUST MEMORIAL 

SEUM DEDICATION-SPEECH 
PROF. ELIE WIESEL 

HON. TOM I.ANTOS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

MU
OF 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, at the recent 
dedication of the U.S. Holocaust Memorial Mu
seum, Prof. Elie Wiesel delivered a moving 
and meaningful address. Elie Wiesel has right
fully been called the conscience of the Holo
caust. Through his thinking, his writing, his 
public appearances, he has forced Americans 
and Europeans, Jews, and non-Jews to come 
to grips with this horrible episode of our collec
tive past. 

Mr. Speaker, Elie Wiesel is also the intellec
tual godfather of this museum. He served as 
the first chairman of the U.S. Holocaust Me
morial Council and he has continued to partici
pate actively in shaping the conceptual frame
work underlying this museum. 

Mr. Speaker, I include the speech of Elie 
Wiesel in the RECORD and I urge my col
leagues to read and ponder his ideas. 
REMARKS BY NOBEL PRIZE LAUREATE ELIE 

WIESEL AT THE DEDICATION OF THE U.S. ME
MORIAL HOLOCAUST MUSEUM, WASHINGTON, 
DC, APRIL 22 , 1993 
Mr. WIESEL: Mr. President, Mrs. Clinton, 

President Herzog, Mrs. Herzog, Mr. Vice 
President, Mrs. Gore, Excellencies. distin
guished members of Congress, Mr. Speaker, 
fellow survivors and friends, as one who was 
privileged to have been present at the incep
tion of this noble and singular enterprise, 
may I say how deeply grateful I am to the 
American people, to its leadership in Con
gress and the White House, and to its many 
benefactors, and to the survivors-especially 
to the survivors-for helping us further the 
cause of remembrance. This impressive mu
seum could not have been built without your 
understanding and generosity, for with the 
exception of Israel, our country is the only 
one who has seen fit to preserve the memory 
of the Holocaust and made it a national im
perative to do so. 

Mr. President, you have brought change to 
this city and to this country. Some of the 
changes you have brought to Washington 
have been instant. One such notable change 
is that the average of the age has dropped by 
some 30 years. It is to that new, young gen
eration that you symbolize, Mr. President, 
that we now turn this awesome legacy so 
that you , Mr. President, can implement our 
vision. 

What has been my vision? When President 
Carter entrusted me with this project in 1978, 
I was asked about that vision, and I wrote 
then one sentence. And now my words are 
here engraved in stone at the entrance to 
this edifice. And those words are "For the 
dead and the living, we must bear witness." 
For not only are we responsible for the 
memories of the dead, we are also respon
sible for what we are doing with those 
memories. 

Now, a museum is a place, I believe, that 
should bring people together, a place that 
should not set people apart. People who 
come from different horizons, who belong to 
different spheres, who speak different lan
guages-they should feel united in memory. 
And, if possible at all, with some measure of 
grace, we should, in a way, be capable of rec-
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onciling ourselves with the dead. To bring 
the living and the dead together in a spirit of 
reconciliation is part of that vision . 

Now, may I tell you a story? Fifty years 
ago, somewhere in the Carpathian Moun
tains, a young Jewish woman read in a Hun
garian newspaper a brief account about the 
Warsaw ghetto uprising. Astonished, dis
mayed, she wondered aloud, " Why," she said, 
" are our Jewish brothers doing that? Why 
are they fighting? Couldn' t they wait quiet- . 
ly"-the word was quietly-until the end of 
the war?" Treblinka, Ponar (sp), Belzec, 
Chelmno, Birkenau. She had never heard of 
these places. One year later, together with 
her entire family , she was already in a cattle 
car traveling to the black hole in time, the 
black hole in history, named Auschwitz. 

But Mr. President and distinguished 
guests, these names and others were known 
to officials in Washington, and London, and 
Moscow, and Stockholm, and Geneva, and 
the Vatican. After all, by April 1943, nearly 4 
million Jews from surrounding countries had 
already vanished, had already perished. The 
Pentagon knew, the State Department knew, 
the White House knew, most governments 
knew. Only the victims did not know. Thus 
the painful, disturbing question- why 
weren't Hungarian Jews in 1944-they were 
then the last remnant of Eastern European 
Jewry, why were they not even warned of the 
impending doom? For one year later, in 1944, 
three weeks before D-Day, that young 
woman and husband, all of them were al
ready turned into ashes. Jews from every
where, old and young, beggars and industri
alists, sages and madmen, military men, dip
lomats, professors, students, children-chil
dren!-they were all entering the shadow of 
flames. 

An Italian philosopher/theologian, Giodano 
Bruno (sp) said, "Light is the shadow of 
God." No, it is not. It is fire that is the shad
ow of God that fire that consumed a third of 
my people. Inside the kingdom of night we 
who were there tried to understand, and we 
could not. We found ourselves in an unfamil
iar world, a creation parallel to God's, with 
its own hierarchy, with its own hangmen, its 
own laws and customs. There were only two 
categories-those who were there to kill and 
those who were there to be killed. 

In Poland, SS officers used Jewish infants 
for target practice. The only emotion they 
ever showed was anger when they missed. In 
Kiev, an SS officer beheaded two Jewish 
children in front of their mother, who in her 
anguish, in prey of some mystical madness, 
held them to-close to her bosom and began 
to dance. In Rumania, the Aryan guards 
hanged Jews on meat hooks and displayed 
them in butcher shops with signs, "Kosher 
Meat. ' .. 

So as you walk through the museum, so 
magnificently conceived and built by James 
Reed (?) , and illustrated, in a way, artis
tically by Rae Farr (sp) and her colleagues
as you walk through those exhibits, looking 
into the eyes of the killers and their victims, 
ask yourselves how could murderers do what 
they did and go on living? Why was Berlin 
encouraged in its belief that it could decree 
with impunity the humiliation, persecution, 
extermination of an entire people? Why 
weren't the railways leading to Birkenau 
bombed by Allied bombers? As long as I live 
I will not understand that. And why was 
there no public outcry of indignation and 
outrage? 

More questions-there were fighters in 
every ghetto-Jewish fighters, there were re
sistance members in every city and every 
camp. Why weren ' t they helped? Help came 
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to every resistance movement from every 
single occupied country. The only ones who 
never received any help, not even an encour
agement, were the Jewish fighters in the 
Warsaw ghetto, the Bialice ghetto, the Vilna 
ghetto. And for me, a man who grew u.p in a 
religion, the Jewish religion, a man who his 
entire life though that God is everywhere , 
how is it that man's silence was matched by 
God's? 

Oh, I don 't believe there are answers. 
There are no answers. And this museum is 
not an answer; it is a question mark. If there 
is a response, it is a response in responsibil
ity. 

In one of my tales, an SS officer says to a 
young yeshiva student, "You want to live," 
he said. "Some will laugh at you. Others will 
try to redeem themselves through you. Peo
ple will refuse to believe you. You will pos
sess the truth, but it will be the truth of a 
mad man. " 

In 1942, a Jew called Yakov Grabovsky (sp) 
escaped from Chelmno. He came to the Rabbi 
in Grabov and in Yiddish he said to him, 
"Rabbi," he said- (in Yiddish}-"They are 
killing our people." And when the Rabbi 
looked at him, the Jew said, " Rabbi- (in 
Yiddish}-you think I am crazy. I am not 
crazy.' ' 

We are not crazy. We are not crazy because 
we still believe in human beings. We still be
lieve and we still have faith. And, President 
Herzog, you who came from Israel-and we 
are so grateful to you for coming- you know 
that you are part of that belief. It is because 
of the passion that we have for Israel, we are 
Jews, and decent people in America, that we 
have faith in humanity and in America. 

We also believe in the absolute necessity to 
communicate a tale. We know we cannot, we 
never will explain. My good friends, it is not 
because I cannot explain that you won't un
derstand, it is because you won' t understand 
that I cannot explain. How can one under
stand that human beings could choose such 
inhumanity? How can one understand that in 
spite of everything there was goodness in 
those times, in individuals? There were good 
people even in occupied countries, and there 
was kindn~ss and tenderness and love inside 
the camps among the victims. 

What have we learned? We have learned 
some lessons, minor lessons, perhaps, that 
we are all responsible , and indifference is a 
sin and a punishment. And we have learned 
that when people suffer we cannot remain in
different. 

And, Mr. President, I cannot not tell you 
something. I have been in the former Yugo
slavia last fall. I cannot sleep since for what 
I have seen. As a Jew I am saying that we 
must do something to stop the bloodshed in 
that· country! (Applause). People fight each 
other and children die. Why? Something, 
anything must be done. 

This is a lesson. There are many other les
sons. You will come, you will learn. We shall 
learn together. 

And in closing, Mr. President and distin
guished guests, just one more remark. The 
woman in the Carpathian Mountain of whom 
I spoke to you, that woman disappeared. She 
was my mother. 
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TRIBUTE TO 1993 AS PUERTO 

RICAN HERITAGE YEAR 

HON. HERB KLEIN 
OF NE W JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to acknowl
edge 1993 as Puerto Rican Heritage Year. It 
is important to recognize the rich history of 
this island and the people who call it their geo
graphic and cultural home. November 19 of 
this year will mark the 500th anniversary of 
Christopher Columbus' discovery of this beau
tiful Caribbean island. 

Supposedly, Columbus named the island to 
honor Saint John the Baptist. The native Tiano 
Indians had already named their home the Is
land Boriken, Land of the Supreme Lord. Ac
cording to their religious beliefs, Yocahu, their 
god, inhabited the summit of El Yunque, the 
highest mountain in the northeastern section 
of the island. 

After earlier efforts by the Spanish failed, a 
settlement was founded in 1508 by Juan 
Ponce de Leon. He became the first Governor 
and established Caparra as the capitol. Origi
nally located in today's Guaynabo area, in 
1521 it was moved to its present location 
where we know it now as San Juan. 

When the Spanish were defeated in the 
Spanish-American War, Puerto Rico became a 
territory of the United States. Puerto Ricans 
became American citizens in 1917, and the is
land has been a Commonwealth to the United 
States since July 25, 1952. However, Puerto 
Ricans have been living in America since the 
late 1800's. Especially located in the North
west, as a community they have established 
cultural, political, and economical organiza
tions. 

This year of celebration will be marked with 
many activities honoring this heritage. The 
Puerto Rican richness of ethnic traditions, cul
tural ancestry, and political contributions serve 
to strengthen our democratic system of val
ues. It is important to acknowledge the 
achievements of the Puerto Rican community 
in this Nation, as well as their talents and con
tributions to the overall growth of the United 
States. 

Now, therefore, I do hereby proclaim 1993 
as Puerto Rican Heritage Year in the United 
States. 

AMERICAN SEPHARDI 
TION PROMOTES 
CULTURE 

FEDERA
SEPHARDIC 

HON. CAROLYN B. MALONEY 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to bring to the attention of my colleagues an 
important event which will happen in New 
York City on May 30 and June 1, 1993. This 
event is the annual National Convention of the 
American Sephardi Federation, an organiza
tion whose critical work in encouraging the 
unity of all Jews of Sephardic descent in this 
country and across the globe is well known. 
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The Sephardic Jews were the first Jews to 
come to this country. America stood as a lone, 
shining beacon of hope against the dark 
forces of oppression which beset the 
Sephardim of Western Europe and Africa. It 
was the promise of a new beginning, an op
portunity to worship as they saw fit and be un
fettered in their freedom of expression, that 
brought these people to the New World. Amer
ican commitment to religious liberty was con
firmed by President Washington in a letter, 
dated August 1790, to the Hebrew congrega
tion of Newport, RI, even before the Bill of 
Rights was added to the Constitution. It is the 
essential part of our American way of life, and 
it forms a link between the American 
Sephardim of today and those brave souls 
who first arrived on this continent so many 
years ago. 

In 1654, Shearith Israel was established in 
New York City as the First Jewish congrega
tion in the colonies, and is now the oldest con
tinuously operating synagogue in America. But 
it is not only in New York that American 
Sephardim have formed the backbone of our 
neighborhoods. Across the Nation, Sephardic 
Jews are leaders of their communities. On 
May 30, 1,000 of these leaders will convene in 
New York, along with representatives from 
Latin America, Israel, and Canada. I believe 
that this illustrious gathering deserves our rec
ognition. 

Mr. Speaker, the noted 14th century Span
ish rabbi, Santob de Carrion, once said: "Ac
cording to its root the tree will grow; what and 
who a man is appears in his works." The im
portance of Sephardic culture to our country 
can be seen in the many great works of the 
members of that community. Sephardim in the 
United States have preserved their ethnic di
versity and Jewish heritage, and the American 
Sephardi Federation has played a crucial role 
in promoting and fostering Sephardic culture. 
That's why I am proud to stand before my col
leagues today· to applaud the American 
Sephardi Federation for their dedication to 
their cause, and send my heartfelt best wishes 
for a successful national convention. 

TRIBUTE TO THE LANSDALE 
SCHOOL OF BUSINESS 

HON. JAM~ C. GREENWOOD 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, the 
Lansdale School of Business has been serv
ing the business education needs of Bucks 
and Montgomery Counties in Pennsylvania for 
75 years. The school has always had as its 
objective the preparation of students for the 
rapidly changing world of business. 

In keeping with this objective, Lansdale 
School of Business has constantly updated its 
course offerings, its accreditations, its campus 
and its equipment. It is now accredited as a 
junior college of business and grants the As
sociate in Specialized Business degree. 

The school serves recent high school grad
uates and an increasing number of adults who 
are updating skills or reentering the job mar
ket. Scheduling flexibility as well as small 
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classes, individualized instruction, career 
counseling and placement services all enable 
this school to effectively meet the needs of 
area residents for business education and of 
area businesses for skilled employees. 

The Lansdale School of Business is to be 
congratulated on 75 years of fine service to its 
surrounding communities. 

The following students will graduate on May 
7, 1993: 

Patricia Arnold, Kara Binder, Margaret 
Boures, Ellen Butcher, Sally Castro, Penel
ope Croak, Melissa Eshelman. Tracy Frock, 
Margaret Gieniec, Kelly Irvin , Elaine Kirka, 
Sandra Klock, Kimberly Moyer, Toni Onori , 
Kimberly Robinson, Ellen Schaumberg, 
Faith Simpson, JoAnne Sorrentino, Susan 
Strogis, Noreen Swartz, Paula Vajda, and 
Sara Viera. 

Also Janice Arnold, Christa Blahut, Darvin 
Brunk, Rhonda Cahoone, Debra Clark, Linda 
Davis, · Amy Fisher, Christine Gallagher, 
Linda Haney, Rosella Johnson, Paula Kirk
patrick, Maureen Lewis, Colleen Murphy, 
Debra Pendleton, Marcus Roman, Lisa 
Scioli, Cathy Slavin, Linda Statuti, Jennifer 
Strzelecki, Maureen Trumbower, Steven 
Varian, and Lisa Worthington. 

Laurie Bidden, Nanette Bonino, Robert 
Burns, James Carfagno, Mark Conway, Louis 
Epps, Leann Friendy, Carmine Grella, Shan
non Hazzard, Wendy Kelley, Carol Kleckler , 
Malessa Denise, Nguyen Phuong, Linda Pe
terson, Kelly Schneider, Lynette Shea, Ur
sula Snyder, Diane Stever, Nadine Swartley, 
Juli Thomas, Hana Velik, and Susan Wasser. 

TRIBUTE TO KOREY KIEPERT 

HON. DAVID E. BONIOR 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay tribute to Mr. Korey Kiepert for being a 
grand award winner for the Detroit Science 
and Energy Fair. This year marks the second 
year he has received this honor. And he has 
broken new ground by being the first Fraser 
High School student to ever win this award 2 
years in a row. 

At a time when our country is more depend
ent that ever on science and technology, it is 
appropriate that we acknowledge and honor 
our future scientists and engineers like Mr. 
Kiepert. Teachers like Ms. Angela Beutel are 
to be commended for encouraging students to 
participate in events such as the Detroit 
Science and Energy Fair. 

I ask my colleagues to join me in commend
ing Mr. Korey Kiepert. It is my hope that he 
will continue to advance and explore in the 
fields of science and energy. 

NATHANIEL BENTLEY, LeGRAND 
SMITH SCHOLARSHIP WINNER 

HON. NICK SMITH 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, it is a 
pleasure to honor Nathaniel Bentley of Hills
dale, Ml, in recognition of his selection as win-



May 5, 1993 
ner of a LeGrand Smith Scholarship. This 
highly coveted award is made to young adults 
who have demonstrated, through their leader
ship . in school and community activities, that 
they are truly committed to playing important 
roles in this Nation's future. 

In being named as a winner of a LeGrand 
Smith Scholarship, Nathaniel is being recog
nized for ·his demonstration of that same gen
erosity of spirit, depth of intelligence, probity of 
character, and responsible citizenship that dis
tinguished the late LeGrand Smith, 1908-70, 
of Somerset, Ml. 

Nathaniel Bentley, through his exceptional 
scholastic, extra curricular and volunteer serv
ice endeavors is a most worthy recipient of the 
LeGrand Smith Scholarship. His credentials in
clude mefT!bership in the prestigious National 
Honor Society, awards for his work in English 
and mathematics, and an impressive variety of 
activities including sports, drama, and music. 
Outside of school, Nathaniel has been in
volved in the Sauk Community Theatre as well 
as volunteer work with his church. Nathaniel is 
a remarkable young man, and one from whom 
we might all take inspiration as a fine leader 
for tomorrow. 

Therefore, I am pleased to honor Nathaniel 
Bentley for his selection as a winner of a 
LeGrand Smith Scholarship. I am confident his 
future years will be guided and supported by 
the success, respect, and pride that he has al
ready earned for his hard work, enthusiasm, 
and leadership. · 

CHICAGO ST ATE UNIVERSITY'S 
DEDICATION OF THE NEW GWEN
DOLYN BROOKS CENTER FOR 
BLACK LITERATURE AND CRE
ATIVE WRITING 

HON. BOBBY L RUSH 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, I would like the 
record to indicate that on Monday, May 1 O, 
1993, under the esteemed leadership of Dr. 
Dolores E. Cross, president of Chicago State 
University, a marvelous new library center will 
be dedicated in honor of Illinois' poet laureate, 
Dr. Gwendolyn Brooks. 

It is appropriate that a remarkably talented 
African-American woman, one who has trans
formed Chicago State University into the fast
est growing State university in Illinois, had the 
vision to attract funding for a new Black Lit
erature and Creative Writing Center. It is also 
appropriate that this new laboratory of learning 
would be dedicated in honor of one of our 
State's finest writers, Dr. Gwendolyn Brooks. 

To quote one of Dr. Brooks' poems, "The 
pasts of his ancestors lean against him. 
Crowd him. Fog out his identity." My hope is 
that this new center will be a sanctuary where 
current and future generations of young peo
ple will come to break through the fog of a 
confused world. May CSU students find the 
truth in themselves and their ancestors' tradi
tions and come to understand how they will 
contribute to the strengthening of the Chicago 
community and communities throughout the 
world. 
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IN HONOR OF THE 50TH ANNIVER
SARY OF THE UNITED STATES 
MERCHANT MARINE ACADEMY 

HON. GARY L ACKERMAN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to join in paying tribute to the United States 
Merchant Marine Academy as it celebrates its 
50th anniversary of service to the United 
States of America. 

While officially dedicated in 1943 at Kings 
Point, NY, the Academy represents over a 
century of Federal involvement in maritime 
training, dating back to the time of President 
Ulysses S. Grant. On September 30, 1943, 
President Franklin Roosevelt speaking at the 
Academy's dedication ceremony, noted that, 
"the Academy serves the Merchant Marine as 
West Point serves the Army and Annapolis 
serves the Navy." 

Responding to the war efforts of our country 
in 1943, Academy enrollment quickly rose to 
2,700. The exigencies of World War II re
quired the 4-year curriculum be dropped to 24 
months. By the war's end, 6,634 officers grad
uated and 142 midshipmen were added to the 
roll of honor for having sacrificed their lives in 
the defense of the United States. 

The end of the war saw the Academy con
vert its wartime curriculum to a 4-year college 
program to meet the peacetime needs of the 
Merchant Marine. To date, the Academy has 
gained recognition as one of the world's fore
most institutions in the field of maritime edu
cation. The needs of the Korean and Vietnam 
wars again accelerated graduating classes, 
and the Academy's training program expanded 
to include preparation for the first nuclear pow
ered merchant ship, the Savannah. The recent 
events in the Persian Gulf witnessed the same 
quick and effective response to crisis that has 
become the hallmark of the Academy's mid
shipmen as 140 current midshipmen and 100 
graduates formed to sail in the Ready Reserve 
Fleet. 

Mr. Speaker, as the Academy celebrates its 
golden anniversary, I ask all my colleagues to 
join with me in honoring the United States 
Merchant Marine Academy as it continues to 
serve our Nation in fulfilling its motto, acta non 
verba, "deeds not words." 

INTRODUCTION OF QUALIFIED 
FOOTBALL COACHES PLAN TECH
NICAL CORRECTION ACT OF 1993 

HON. Bill K. BREWSTER 
OF OKLAHOMA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Speaker, I am intro
ducing H.R. 1981, the Qualified Football 
Coaches Plan Technical Correction Act of 
1993, to eliminate a clearly unintended con
sequence which exists as a result of an appar
ent conflict between two separate pieces of 
legislation enacted in 1987. 

In 1987, Congress addressed an important 
retirement issue affecting college football head 
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coaches and assistant coaches, by amending 
title I of the Employee Retirement Income Se
curity Act [ERISA]. As we all know, coaching 
is a difficult profession, with little job security. 
Before the 1987 amendment to ERISA, most 
college football coaches did not have access 
to a qualified retirement program that reflected 
and accommodated the unique aspects of 
their profession. Football coaches often 
change jobs, moving from college to college 
before they are eligible to acquire a nonforfeit
able right to their pension accruals In the pen
sion plans of their employer schools. Football 
coaches needed a retirement arrangement 
that provided for immediate vesting of money 
set aside, while they were working for a par
ticular college or university which allowed for 
portability associated with changes in employ
ment. In 1987, recognizing the unique aspects 
of the football coach's profession, where the 
average tenure of a coach at Division 1 A and 
1 AA schools is less than 3 years, Congress 
included in Public Law 100-202 a provision 
that modified ERISA to allow a qualified foot
ball coaches' plan to be treated as a multiem
ployer plan for pension plan purposes. In par
ticular, the 1987 amendment to ERISA al
lowed a qualified football coaches' plan to in
clude a qualified cash and deferred arrange
ment under section 401 (k) of the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986. The term "qualified foot
ball coaches' plan" under ERISA means any 
defined contribution plan established and 
maintained by a tax-exempt organization, 
whose membership consists entirely of individ
uals who primarily coach football as full-time 
employees of 4-year colleges or universities. 

Relying on the 1987 change to ERISA, the 
American Football Coaches Association, which 
represents over 4,400 college football coaches 
at 676 schools, sponsored its own section 
401 (k) plan for members of the association. 
The association requested the Internal Reve
nue Service to confirm the tax qualified status 
of the American Football Coaches Association 
section 401 (k) retirement plan and the Service 
did so, on three separate occasions. The 
coaches' section 401 (k) plan now has 559 ac
tive participants. 

At the same time that Congress passed the 
legislation authorizing a section 401 (k) plan for 
college football coaches, Congress addressed 
another problem arising under ERISA that was 
unrelated to the retirement savings issues fac
ing football coaches. In response to a Tax 
Court case interpreting the provisions of 
ERISA with respect to the effect of a pension 
plan provision allowing employer contributions 
to be returned to the employer under certain 
circumstances, Congress passed, as part of 
the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 
1987 [OBRA], a provision providing that title I 
and title IV of ERISA are not applicable in in
terpreting the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, 
except to the extent specifically provided in 
the Internal Revenue Code or determined by 
the Secretary of the Treasury. The Tax Court 
had held that the ERISA standard regarding 
employer withdrawals from pension plans rath
er than the standard under the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1986, applied for purposes of in
terpreting the Code. The OBRA provision was 
designed to reject the holding of the Tax Court 
with respect to the return of employer con
tributions. 



9346 
Now, the Internal Revenue Service has de

termined that the OBRA provision invalidates 
what Congress did in title I of ERISA to au
thorize a section 401 (k) plan for college and 
university football coaches. As a result, the 
Service has indicated that it will revoke its de
termination that the American Football Coach
es Association section 401 (k) retirement plan 
is a qualified plan for tax purposes and, unless 
clarifying legislation is enacted, the trust will 
be forced to terminate and distribute its assets 
by December 31, 1993. Thus, unless we act 
now, the coaches will be put right back in the 
same unfortunate position they were in 1987, 
and will be denied access to the retirement 
savings plan Congress intended to provide to 
them in 1987. In addition, the substantial costs 
which were incurred to establish this plan, in 
reliance on both the 1987 legislation and the 
subsequent IRS favorable determinations, will 
be forfeited. 

I note that our original legislation authorizing 
section 401 (k) plans for football coaches was 
cosponsored by 151 House Members and by 
34 Senate Members. To complete what Con
gress started in 1987, we need to enact this 
clarifying legislation, so that there will no 
longer be any doubt as to the qualification of 
the section 401 (k) plan that coaches have 
been contributing to since 1988. Therefore, I 
ask all of you to give your support to H.R. 
1981 and to work for its prompt passage. 

CONGRATULATIONS TO ECS FOR 
ITS CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE EN
VIRONMENT, THE PUBLIC AND 
BUSINESS COMMUNITY 

HON. ROBERT E. ANDREWS 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey. Mr. Speak
er, I rise today to enter into the RECORD re
marks I made recently to recognize Environ
mental Compliance Services, or ECS, for the 
valuable work it has done to address our Na
tions environmental problems while creating 
economic opportunities. 
CONGRATULATIONS TO ECS FOR ITS CONTRIBU

TIONS TO THE ENVIRONMENT, THE PUBLIC 
AND BUSINESS COMMUNITY 

(By Rep. Robert Andrews) 
Within the next few months, Congress will 

begin to review the reauthorization of the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation and Liability Act, also known 
as Superfund. Through the long-awaited re
view of this law, we will seek to address the 
inequities of the act, while still providing for 
the proper cleanup of polluted sites with lit
tle or limited cost to the taxpayer. Addition
ally, in my home state of New Jersey, the 
Legislature is also revamping and streamlin
ing the landmark legislation enacted in 1984, 
the Environmental Cleanup Responsibility 
Act. The changes in that law will become in
creasingly more important during the next 
few years, in view of the fact that it has al
ready become a model for most other states 
throughout the country. 

Of course, the intent of these actions, and 
others on the state and federal level, is to 
ensure the integrity of our environment and 
to place a halt to the active pollution of our 
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natural resources. We want to stop polluters 
in their tracks, and assess social and finan
cial responsibility to those involved. 

The other side of the coin to this issue, 
however, is the amount of financial and oper
ation burdens these efforts may place on the 
business community. With environmental is
sues reaching crisis levels , society seems to 
be trying to catch up on decades of environ
mental neglect in a relatively short period of 
time. There are many who feel we are at
tempting to address to much, too fast-with 
a tremendous financial burden being placed 
on business. 

During the tough economic times we pres
ently face, it seems that we are often en
countering a dilemma-the choice between 
economic growth and environmental integ
rity . Except for possibly a few extreme situa
tions, however, I personally do not feel that 
this is an either/or situation. In fact, I be
lieve that the solution to both issues rests in 
a resource that once built this nation. Some 
believe it is a resource that has gone un
tapped for too long. I am speaking about 
American ingenuity- the knack for turning 
situations or problems into opportunities. 

ECS is a prime example of that entre
preneurial spirit. Rather than shy away from 
providing coverage for environmental liabil
ity, as did the remainder of the insurance in
dustry, ECS aggressively went after the mar
ket and even specialized in pollution liabil
ity. And, they did this successfully by estab
lishing strong underwriting criteria and by 
establishing support services such as envi
ronmental consulting and third party admin
istration. 

That not only provided an economic boost 
to the local area in the form of income and 
jobs, but provided a vital service to the busi
ness community on a national scope. Specifi
cally, their insurance policies have also pro
vided an alternative funding mechanism for 
the cleanup of polluted properties, offsetting 
the cost burden to business, government and 
the taxpayer. As you look at the firm's suc
cess and its beautiful new corporate head
quarters which was constructed in Exton, 
PA, you can see that the business in which 
ECS chose to engage is quite lucrative. I 
think that ECS is proof that a strong envi
ronmental policy can work as a strong busi
ness policy. 

I commend ECS, its principals and employ
ees for the vital service they have provided 
to American business, government and the 
public . I also commend the firm for the shin
ing example it has set for the rest of the na
tion. 

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION 
AUTHORIZING A PROJECT TO 
DEMONSTRATE THE FEASIBIL
ITY OF VOTING BY TELEPHONE 

HON. BILL RICHARDSON 
OF NEW MEXICO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to announce the introduction of legis
lation authorizing a demonstration project on 
voting by phone. Just as the motor-voter legis
lation focused on removing barriers to voter 
registration, Congress, must now direct its at
tention to the expansion of voting methods. 

One such method which has been exam
ined by the State of New Mexico is voting by 
phone. This important project, while not in-
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tended to replace conventional voting at poll
ing booths, has tremendous potential to bring 
the disabled, elderly, and those otherwise un
able to reach the polls, into the voting arena. 

Just prior to the general election in 1992, 
the New Mexico Secretary of State, in con
junction with Sandia National Laboratory, con
ducted a mock election whereby individuals 
participated in an election which allowed them 
to vote by phone. This project was based on 
a computerized system that allowed voters to 
dial an automatic vote-gathering facility and 
enter their ballot choices through the use of a 
prepublished ballot. Sandia National Labora
tory worked to ensure the security of the sys
tem. 

The success of the New Mexico voting by 
phone project suggests the potential for wide
spread use of this voting method. I am 
pleased to introduce legislation which would 
facilitate the development of voting by phone 
by authorizing up to $2 million for a consor
tium including one or more of our national lab
oratories and the participation of a State gov
ernment to demonstrate the feasibility of vot
ing by phone. 

I am pleased with the progress made by the 
State of New Mexico in this area and strongly 
believe that expansion of voting methods will 
serve to strengthen our democratic process. 

TRIBUTE TO THE BYRNE FAMILY 

HON. JAMFS T. W AISH 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
share with my colleagues a brief reference to 
a family whose members have made my 
hometown a better place because of the cour
age and perseverance that are common de
nominators for successful entrepreneurs 
throughout our great history. 

Sixty years ago, Americans faced economic 
adversity that makes today's challenges less 
daunting. In the wake of the stock market 
crash, the Great Depression spawned misery, 
fear, and a lack of confidence that threatened 
America's future. It also set the stage for a pe
riod of unprecedented recovery, during which 
Government helped but individuals contributed 
what has been called our greatest national 
strength: good old American ingenuity. 

My hometown during that time of economic 
depression saw some great family businesses 
which have since faded as local institutions. 
One has survived. Sixty years ago Byrne 
Dairy in Syracuse was born. Over six dec
ades, the business has remained locally 
owned and has grown from delivering to a few 
homes to serving schools and colleges, hos
pitals and nursing homes, restaurants and 
convenience stores, and independent super
markets throughout its marketing territory in 
central New York. 

A third generation of the Byrne family, sev
eral of whose members are good friends of 
mine, has followed in the footsteps of their 
grandfather and Byrne Dairy founder Matthew 
V. Byrne. 

Matt Byrne turned over the family dairy to 
three of his sons in 1946: Jack was appointed 
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president, Bill was vice p~esident, and Vin was 
secretary. As Matt retired after 13 years, he 
had seen this dairy grow from a monthly sales 
volume of $880.60 in the first month to nearly 
$400,000 in 1946. 

I credit the Byrne family, many of whom I 
know well on a personal basis, with continuing 
the tradition which not only serves people in 
my district but gives a good example of how 
to apply time-tested values to the marketplace, 
even in difficult periods, and come up a win
ner. The reward for the Byrnes has been not 
only the support of an extended family but the 
respect of our community. 

MAJOR SENIOR GROUPS ENDORSE 
DRUG REVIEW BOARD 

HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I am delighted to 
announce that my bill, H.R. 916, the Prescrip
tion Drug Prices Review Board, is receiving 
enthusiastic support from senior groups across 
the country. I have received letters from the 
American Association of Retired Persons 
[AARP], the Gray Panthers, the National Asso
ciation of Retired Federal Employees 
[NARFE], and the National Council of Senior 
Citizens, giving my bill a big thumbs up. 

Prescription drug price reform must be in
cluded in the creation of our Nation's new 
health care system. Drug prices are being as
saulted by the media and consumers because 
their rapid, measurable increases strike the 
patient's pocketbook directly. 

The Pharmaceutical Manufacturers Associa
tion has long viewed drug pricing as a science 
unimagineable to the consumer. However, re
cent reports show that the equation reads: 
price-the maximum amount that consumers 
and insurers will pay. That equation, consum
ers will tell you, really equals bankruptcy. 

I know that seniors, consumers, and the or
ganizations that represent them, demand to 
see fairness brought into the drug market, one 
way or another. My legislation is an option, 
and a proven one, as the Canadian experi
ence shows. 

I invite the drugmakers to continue to work 
for change in the industry's pricing practices. 
I look toward to working with other consumer 
groups and the drug industry in solving this 
health care problem. 

TRACY HILTON, LEGRAND SMITH 
SCHOLARSHIP WINNER 

HON. NICK SMITH 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, it is a 
pleasure to honor Tracy Hilton of Grass Lake, 
Ml, who has been selected for her outstanding 
scholarly achievements as a recipient of the 
LeGrand Smith Scholarship. 

Tracy Hilton is an exceptional student at Na
poleon High School and possesses an impres-
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sive high school career. A member of the Na
tional Honor Society, Tracy has also earned 
the Golden Poet Award and awards for her 
work in English, mathematics, science, and 
social studies. She has been active in student 
government, including serving as class vice 
president, and been a leader in Students 
Against Drunk Driving. Outside of school, 
Tracy has organized volunteer work at the 
Interfaith Shelter for the Homeless and coordi
nated youth activities at her church. 

In being named as a winner of a LeGrand 
Smith Scholarship, Tracy Hilton is being hon
ored for demonstrating that same generosity 
of spirit, depth of intelligence, responsible citi
zenship, and capacity for human service that 
distinguished the late LeGrand Smith, 1908-
1970, of Somerset, Ml. 

Therefore, I am pleased to honor Tracy Hil
ton for her selection as a winner of a LeGrand 
Smith Scholarship. May her future years be 
guided and supported by the success, respect 
and pride, that she has already earned for her 
hard work, enthusiasm, and leadership. 

IN HONOR OF WMAQ-TV ANCHORJ 
REPORTER WARNER SAUNDERS' 
25 YEARS OF SERVICE AS A CHI
CAGO BROADCASTER 

HON. BOBBY L RUSH 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 
Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, I rise this afternoon 

to express my congratulations in honor of the 
25 years of outstanding service and quality re
porting that marks the brilliant career of an
chor/reporter Warner Saunders. 

This WMAQ-TV, channel 5 anchor is a Chi
cago institution. Whether reporting on the his
toric release of the Honorable Nelson Mandela 
in 1990, hosting provocative Sunday morning 
political forums on "City Desk," or giving us a 
bird's-eye-view of major Chicago sporting 
events, Warner is truly one of Chicago's finest. 

At a time when African-American anchors 
are far too infrequent on our Nation's air
waves, it gives me great pleasure to applaud 
the 25 years of outstanding service and 
achievement Warner Saunders has contrib
uted to Chicago. My hope is that Warner's ca
reer will serve as an example to young people 
everywhere of the value of hard work, perse
verance, and a commitment to excellence. 

CONGRESSMAN KILDEE HONORS 
DONNA DODDS HAMM 

HON. DALE E. KIIDEE 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 5, J.993 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise before you 
today to pay tribute to a leader in the area of 
mortuary science, Donna Dodds Hamm, presi
dent, co-owner, and director of Dodds
Dumanois Funeral Home in Flint, Ml. On May 
6, 1993, the Michigan Funeral Directors, the 
oldest organization of its type in the Nation, 
will honor its president, Donna Dodds Hamm, 
at the Radisson Hotel in Lansing, Ml. 
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Donna Dodds Hamm is one of Flint's most 

outstanding citizens. She has become not only 
a leader in the field of mortuary science, but 
also a community leader as well. Her accom
plishments as a business person were recog
nized nationally in 1985, when she was elect
ed as a delegate to the White House Con
ference on Small Businesses. 

Donna's decision to enter the field of mor
tuary science was inspired by her father, 
Edwin A. Dodds, also a funeral director. After 
obtaining her degree in mortuary science at 
Wayne State University in 1964, she com
pleted her State board examination to become 
one of Michigan's few women licensed morti
cians. In 1989, Donna Dodds Hamm was cer
tified by the Academy of Professional Funeral 
Service Practice. She has served on the 
Michigan State Board of Mortuary Science, 
chairing that board from January 1981 until 
May 1984. 

Donna Dodds Hamm is the past president 
of the Michigan Funeral Directors Association, 
District 7. She served as director of the State 
association from 1984 to 1990 and will now 
serve as its president from 1993 to 1994. 
Donna Dodds Hamm is a member of the Gen
esee County Funeral Directors Association, 
the National Funeral Directors Association, 
and is a member of the Order of the Golden 
Rule. 

Through her father, Donna realized the 
value of volunteering and developed her life
long commitment to community involvement. 
Her tireless efforts to enhance the dignity of 
her fellow man were recognized by the Salva
tion Army in 1991, when it awarded her the 
coveted Hands of Mercy Award. Most recently, 
Donna was awarded the 1993 Nine Mills 
Award by the Young Women's Christian Asso
ciation. 

Mr. Speaker, it is with great pride that I rise 
before you today to pay tribute to this remark
able woman. I ask you and my fellow Mem
bers of the 103d Congress to join me in salut
ing Donna Dodds Hamm. Her lifetime of serv
ice should serve as an example for all Ameri
cans to follow. 

THE BOYS AND GffiLS CLUB OF 
CHARLESTOWN, MA 

HON. JOSEPH P. KENNEDY II 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Speaker, I rise to honor 
the Boys and Girls of Charlestown, MA. This 
venerable institution is celebrating its 1 OOth 
anniversary of providing services to the com
munity. 

Charlestown is a community steeped with a 
proud history; it was in Charlestown that the 
Battle of Bunker Hill was fought and the 
U.S.S. Constitution is docked. The Boys and 
Girls Club is another institution with a rich her
itage. On the 1 OOth anniversary of this club, it 
is only fitting that we pay tribute to the dedi
cated men and women who have served there 
over the past century. The years of service by 
the club have benefited generations of resi
dents and enriched countless young lives. 

In an urban community it is important to 
commend the establishment of a club that 
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serves its youth and to recognize the impor
tant contribution it offers. For a century the 
Boys and Girls Club of Charlestown educated 
thousands of youths by offering and support
ing sports and cultural programs. In short the 
Boys and Girls Club has positively influenced 
the lives of countless individuals and has 
helped expose the world to them. The out
standing impact that the club has on its mem
bers and the community has made it an an
chor of Charlestown and serves to remind all 
of the importance of its presence. There are 
many who remember what the club did for 
them when they were young and who have 
gone on to become the leaders of today. 

Therefore, on this wonderful occasion, we 
thank the members of the Boys and Girls Club 
for their magnificent contribution to the com
munity and wish them another 100 years of 
success in their mission of enriching the lives 
of their youth. 

DEATH OF IRISH PATRIOT BOBBY 
SANDS COMMEMORATED 

HON. PETER T. KING 
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harsh reality is that 12 years after Bobby 
Sands' death the Irish people continue to suf
fer under the yoke of British oppression. Brit
ain's repeated violations of international law 
and human rights in the north of Ireland have 
been condemned by such bodies as the Euro
pean Court of Human rights, Amnesty Inter
national and the United Nations Human Rights 
Commission and by scores of independent in
quiries. Additionally, the nationalist community 
is still victimized by invidious job discrimina
tion; thousands of nationalist homes are bro
ken into and raided by British forces; Irish na
tionalists are murdered by loyalist death 
squads working in collusion with British secu
rity forces; and Irish political defendants are 
denied the right to trial by jury. While IRA op
erations which unnecessarily put innocent ci
vilians at risk, such as the Warrington bomb
ing, are clearly wrong, it is the British policy of 
systematic state terrorism which is the prime 
cause of the war and violence in Ireland. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe it is particularly ap
propriate that on this anniversary of the death 
of one of Ireland's most heroic figures I intro
duce legislation calling for diplomatic interven
tion by the United Nations in the north of lre-

oF NEW YORK land. For more than 200 years the United 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES States has supported self-determination for 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 · people throughout the world. President Clinton 
Mr. KING. Mr. Speaker, today marks the and Secretary of State Christopher have re-

12th anniversary of the death of Irish hunger cently reaffirmed democracy and human rights 
striker Bobby Sands. to be the cornerstones of American foreign 

Bobby Sands was a writer, a poet, a soldier, policy. Additionally, throughout the past three 
a prisoner, and a member of the Parliament. decades the United Nations, through its spe
Bobby Sands endur~d the excrutiating agony cial Committee on Decolonization, has helped 
and death of a 66-day hunger strike so that he · to bring peace and seif-determination' to nu
might focus the attention of the world on the merous colonies throughout the world. 
British oppression of. the Irish people. By his The legislation I am introducing today in the 

form of a House concurrent resolution calls on death Bobby Sands demonstrated conclusively 
that he and his fellow prisoners in Long Kesh the President to ·advocate United Nations dip-
were not the criminals the British depicted lomatic intervention in the peacemaking proc
them to be but brave and dedicated men who ess in the six counties of the north of Ireland. 
wanted their country free from British rule. United Nations intervention ·will extricate the 

As a result of the deaths of Bobby Sands Irish i~sue from the morass of British propa
and the nine courageous men who followed ganda' and elevate it to an international forum 
him on hunger strike, Irish history. would be where the world will be able to focus on the 

. forever changed. One immediate result of the stark reality of British oppression. 
Mr. Speaker, throughout the years, too 

hunger strikes was the alleviation of the brutal many good Irish· people, · Protestant and 
and inhuman conditions in Long Kesh. The Catholic alike, have suffered and died be
terrible human tragedy was that 1 O coura-
geous men had to die before British authori- cause of British misrule. It is in their memory 
ties granted Irish political prisoners the hu- that I introduce this legislation so that the day 
mane treatment to which they were entitled. will soon come when patriotic Irish men and 

Politically, the hunger strikes mobilized the women Will be able to live for Ireland rather 
Irish people to a greater extent than at any than die for Ireland. It will be then that the 
time in the previous 60 years. The most dra- dream of Bobby Sands will be realized and 
matic example of this political reawakening Ireland will take its rightful place in the com
was the election of Bobby Sands himself to munity of nations. 
the British Parliament during his hunger strike. ------

On ·the international· level, government 
heads, religious leaders, and editorial writers 
throughout the world felt obligated to speak 
out arid address the issues raised by Bobby 
Sands and his fellow hunger strikers. 

Mr. Speaker, ·1 am proud that I know the 
family of Bobby Sands. Indeed; they are as 
decent and inspiring as any people I have 
ever met. His father, John, his mother, 
Rosaleen, his sisters Marcella and Bernadette, 
and his brother John suffered with him through 
his hunger strike and proudly carry on his leg
acy today. 

Mr. Speaker, despite the gains that were at
tained because of the 1981 hunger strikes, the 

THE KING HOLIDAY AND SERVICE 
ACT OF 1993, H.R: 1933 

HON. THOMAS C. SA WYER 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 
Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I am honored to 

be an original cosponsor of the King Holiday 
and Service Act of 1993, introduced by my 
good friend from Georgia, Congressman JOHN 
LEWIS, on April 29, 1993. 

This measure would strengthen the mission 
of the Martin Luther King, Jr. Federal Holiday 
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Commission. The commission, established in 
1984, has worked tirelessly to institutionalize 
the King holiday as a national day of commu
nity service and interracial cooperation 
throughout our Nation. When it first began its 
work, only 17 States observed the King holi
day. On January 18; 1993, all fifty States ob
served Dr. King's birthday with a paid holiday. 
This was a long time in coming, and wouldn't 
have happened without the enormous efforts 
of the King Commission. 

Some may argue that the King Commission 
has fulfilled its mandate. Others may believe 
that increasingly scarce Federal dollars could 
be better spent. I think however, that we can 
afford a modest Federal investment to pro
mote Dr. King's timeless ideals of racial har
mony, economic opportunity, and progress 
through nonviolent social change. 

In fact, we can't afford not to make that kind 
of investment. The civil unrest last year follow
ing the verdict in the Rodney King trial indi
cated that there is a continuing need for initia
tives which promote better relations among ra
cial and ethnic groups. I believe that achieving 
Dr. King's dream of racial and cultural har
mony is a necessary and formidable task. 

Results of the 1990 census revealed that 
our population is more diverse than ever. Fully 
one-quarter of us are people of color. During 
the 1980's, the black population increased by 
13 percent, the Asian-American population 
more than . doubled, the Hispanic population 
grew by 53 percent, and the native American 
population rose by 38 percent. Cultural and 
language differences can often lead to social 
division and economic inequality. The Federal 
Government must be a leader in the effort to 
address the consequences of those dif
ferences and to foster equality of opportunity. 

The King Commission, with limited funding, 
also has demonstrated its leadership in ad
dressing issues that are preying on our youth. 
Commission activities include: . 

Recruiting 4 million young people to sign a 
pledge of committing themselves to a life of 
nonviolence; 

Enlisting over 27,000 youth in "Youth 
Against Violence"· symposiums; and 

Bringing together 1 ,000 youth leaders at as
semblies that address issues such as drug 
abuse, illiteracy, and high drop-out and unem
ployment rates among minority youth. 

H.R. 1933 .would authorize $300,000 for the 
King Commission in each of the next 3 fiscal 
years and continue its existence until termi
nated by law. I believe that this modest appro
priation is needed as we work to instill Dr. 
King's legacy and teachings in our children, 
who will shape the future of the community of 
nations. 

LT. GEN. DONALDL. PUTT 

HON. DOUGLAS APPLEGATE 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 
Mr. APPLEGATE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 

to pay tribute to one of our Nation's outstand
ing career servicemen, Lt. Gen. Donald L. 
Putt. 

Lt. Gen. Donald L. Putt was born in 
Sugarcreek, OH, in 1905 and graduated from 
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Sugarcreek-Shanesville High School in 1923. 
He graduated with honors from the Carnegie 
Institute of Technology with a S.S. in e:ectrical 
engineering and joined the U.S. Army as a 
second lieutenant in ·the Signal Corps Re
serve. He began his regular commission in the 
Air Corps in 1929. He served in the Air Corps 
and the Air Force for 30 years finally achieving 
three-star status. During this time, he com
pleted important intelligence and engineering 
assignments involving German scientists and 
the development of the B-17, 8-24, 8-29, 
and 8-36 multiengine planes. He also served 
as vice commander and commander of the Air 
Research and Development Command from 
1952 to 1958. 

After his 30 year military career, Lieutenant 
General Putt started United Technology Cen
ter/Chemical Systems Division which devel
oped segmented solid rocket engines. This 
company produced the world's first segmented 
solid rocket bo6ster, which was used to launch 
the Viking and Voyager spacecraft as part of 
the Titan Ill rocket. In 1988, Lt. Gen. Donald 
L. Putt died and was buried in Arlington Na
tional Cemetery. 

Mr. Speaker, it is with pride that I rise to 
recognize Lt. Gen. Donald L. Putt and I ask 
my colleagues to join me in saluting him for 
the outstanding contributions he made to his 
country. 

ESSAY BY MS. AMY PIPER 

HON. JOHN J. DUNCAN, JR. 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1~93 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
share with my fellow Members and other read
ers of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD an essay 
written by Ms. Amy Piper of Maryville, TN. 

Ms. Piper's essay, for which she received 
17th place honors in the Voice of Democracy 
broadcast scriptwriting contest sponsored by 
the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United 
States, is entitled "My Voice in America's Fu
ture." It is my hope that all who read it will be 
reminded of the values that make America 
great. 

MY VOICE IN AMERICA'S FUTURE 

(By Amy Piper) 
"I am only one; but still I am one. I cannot 

do everything, but still I can do something; 
I will not refuse to do the something I can 
do. "-Helen Keller 

If you had a time machine and traveled 
twenty years into the future, what would be 
waiting there? Perhaps the nation would be 
financially stable, the homeless would be 
housed, and the hungry would be fed. Or 
would the scene be that of poverty, sickness, 
and hunger? The question is: What will de
termine the future of our country: The an
swer is simple. In fact, our country holds 
over 250 million solutions to this problem. 

Each and every individual is in charge of 
our country's destiny. Where would the Unit
ed States be today without individuals like 
Abraham Lincoln, Jonas Salk, and Sally 
Ride? The average American may find it a 
great expectation to become the next Abra
ham Lincoln. Feeling as though the nation's 
future rests on his or her shoulders may 
seem too much a burden to overcome. Many 
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people will give up, but no one will ever re
member the names of these people. Many 
others take their innovations, ideas, and 
dreams and bind them together. Groups like 
these form organizations worth remember
ing: the Women's Suffrage Movement, the 
NAACP, and the Red Cross, to name a few. 

Every man, woman, and child in this na
tion has a voice. Each person makes up a syl
lable in the language of our entire country. 
And although the individual counts for just 
a small part of a word, if you begin to take 
syllables out, our language will lose its con
tinuity, its accord: ultimately it will fall 
apart. 

Children have a fire that burns within 
them which says, "I can change the world," 
but all too often, this fire burns out when 
the grown child is faced with the fact that 
the world is a big place with a lot of prob
lems. But with every problem, there is a so
lution, and the answer here is simply fuel. 
No, not coal or oil, but fuel for the soul: 
dreams that can never be extinguished but 
will be passed on from generation to genera
tion. The individual may seem like just a 
drop of water in eternity, but water is a pow
erful force. If every American can make just 
one dream come true, we can carve out an 
awesome future. Yes, like a wall of water, 
humankind can create its own Grand Can
yon. 

The focus of our goal must not only be to 
make our individual voices heard but also to 
come together, forming one massive voice of 
America. Already our country is striving to
ward such a goal. Some people shout. Some 
merely whisper. It is important for our coun
try to listen carefully. No idea, no matter 
how simple or how complex, is insignificant. 
The world is round; E=mc2-these are voices 
that changed the world forever. 

In every region around the country, a spe
cialized dialect can be found. The nation's 
all-powerful voice is also filled with accents. 
These accents help individualize voices with
in a voice and are commonly known-not as 
Southern or Northern-but as doctor, law
yer, and engineer. The professions that peo
ple take on mold their ideas and add a twist 
of individuality to a sea of voices. Profes
sions and values are outlets that must be 
used to speak out on important issues within 
our country. 

In 1990, the United States had a drop-out 
rate of 28.6%. More than a quarter of the na
tion's teenagers will never receive a high
school diploma. There are 1,189 reported haz
ardous waste sites throughout the United 
States, and the federal government supports 
only 160 of them. America needs help. Our 
voices must turn the statistics around and 
create a nation that is looked upon as a 
standard for excellence. 

While monumental problems .such as these 
are not fully corrected by an individual, it 
doesn't mean that nothing can be done. The 
greatest power of all is the power of lan
guage. The power to be someone-to make a 
real difference-is bestowed upon us all. 
America's future depends upon what man
kind does with what he is given. If some are 
most successful in screaming, then let their 
voices be raised in lobbying and protest for 
better education and for environmental pro
tection. If you are not a screamer, your voipe 
must still be heard. Recycle cans. paper, and 
glass; get rid of landfills one newspaper at a 
time. 

The vote is one of the most important 
tools the public has in making people listen. 
Votes are microphones that amplify voices 
and put officials in office. The people elected 
do not control the population but, rather, 
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work for it by changing the nation's voice 
into actions. All the people in the United 
States speak as many and as one. Twenty 
years from now, this nation will be a marvel 
to behold. The future can be whatever I re
solve it to be. My voice will change the 
world. 

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION 
TO OVERTURN THE SUPREME 
COURT'S ADAMS FRUIT DECISION 

HON. VIC FAZIO 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 
Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, today, I am intro

ducing legislation with my colleagues that is 
designed to restore confidence in our workers' 
compensation systems for farmers and agri
cultural workers throughout the country. 
· As you know, Mr. Speaker, the Supreme 

Court's 1990 Adams Fruit decision permits ag
ricultural workers to sue employers for dam
ages arising from workplace injury or death, 
even though such damages have already 
been covered by workers compensation. This 
decision completely ignored the doctrine of ex
clusivity of workers' compensation remedies 
which is applied in all State as well as Federal 
workers' compensation programs. 

Exclusivity is the cornerstone of workers' 
compensation systems. The employer agrees 
to pay for a system of providing quick, no-fault 
relief for workplace injuries. Injured employees 
receive immediate compensation for damages. 
In turn, employers and employees both avoid 
unpredictable, costly, and time consuming tort 
litigation. However, as a result of the Adams 
Fruit decision, agricultural employers are hav
ing to pay the costs of workers' compensation 
but are not receiving the protection from tort 
litigation that all other employers enjoy. They 
are the only employers in America subject to 
double liability for workplace injuries. 

Ultimately, all employers and workers are 
threatened by the Adams Fruit precedent, 
which could lead to an unraveling of State 
workers' compensation, systems. If employers, 
already strapped with the increasing costs of 
workers' compensation, have to start paying 
tort damages too, support for the system will 
vanish and employers and employees alike 
will suffer. 

Mr. Speaker, the legislation being intro
duced today provides that a suit cannot be 
brought under the Migrant and Seasonal Agri
cultural Worker Protection Act [MSAWPA] for 
actual damages if the injury was covered by 
workers' compensation. In effect, this bill 
makes permanent the temporary moratorium 
on Adams Fruit cases that Congress adopted 
last year. It is important to note that under this 
bill, workers would still be entitled to bring an 
action for statutory damages or an injunction 
based on a MSAWPA violation, as provided 
for under MSAWPA. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I also support efforts to 
improve the working conditions and treatment 
of migrant and seasonal farmworkers. I be
lieve that this legislation will help in this re
gard. However, I plan to continue working with 
my colleagues on the Educatior1 and Labor 
Committee to make further improvements in 
this area. 
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CONGRATULATIONS TO TONY AND 

ROSY ESQUIBEL 

HON. KEN CALVERT 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday , May 5 , 1993 

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, 50 years ago 
tomorrow, May 6, 1943, a young man and 
young woman were married in Riverside, 
CA-a place they have called home ever 
since. Tony and Rosy Esquibel began their 
lives together with not much more than their 
love for each other, faith in God, and a lot of 
dreams. 

And over the years, many of those dreams 
have come true. They raised four children
Tony, Jr., Marian, Eva, and Roberta-and now 
have four grandchildren and one great-grand
child. In addition, they helped raise several 
nieces and nephews, and have served as the 
anchor of the Esquibel family in Riverside. 

When they started life together, Tony was a 
carpenter; Rosy a housewife. Eventually, Tony 
became a general contractor, and with the 
help of his wife, opened a building and land
scaping business, which they have managed 
together for a quarter of a century. 

And, as the family and business grew, so 
did their involvement in the community. Tony 
was the first Hispanic member of the Riverside 
Public Utilities Board. He has also been very 
active in the GI Forum on the local, State, and 
national levels, including serving as president 
of the local forum and as sergeant-at-arms of 
the State forum. And, he has served as a rep
resentative for block grants and redevelop
ment for the Arlanzo and La Sierra areas of 
Riverside. 

Rosy has also been an extremely active 
member of the community, serving as troop 
leader for the Brownies and Girl Scouts, and 
president of the PTA for Irving Elementary 
School. And, she has been very active in the 
GI Forum, serving as president and treasurer 
of the auxiliary. 

This Saturday, the Esquibel children and 
grandchildren will honor Tony and Rosy as 
they renew their marriage vows at the Queen 
of Angels Catholic Church in Riverside. I wish 
to extend to the Esquibels my heartfelt con
gratulations and to wish them many more 
years of happiness-many more years of 
making their dreams come true. 

EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES 
WEEK 

HON. WIWAM M. THOMAS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. Speaker, 
would like to ask my colleagues to join me in 
recognizing the week of May 23-29 as Emer
gency Medical Services Week. Health care in 
our country often depends on the thousands 
of men and women who risk their lives each 
day to provide emergency medical care. 
These medical teams are ready to provide life
saving care to those in need 24 hours a day, 
7 days a week, 365 days a year. 
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What can we say to the thousands of men 
and women who have dedicated their time 
and lives for the public good? These men and 
women engage in thousands of hours of spe
cialized training and continuing education to 
enhance their lifesaving skills. Most impor
tantly, approximately two-th.irds of all emer
gency medical service providers are volun
teers. 

Without the thousands of emergency physi
cians, emergency nurses, emergency medical 
technicians, educators, administrators, 
aeromedical personnel, and other volunteers 
who comprise our emergency medical service 
teams, the chances for survival and recovery 
of those who experience sudden illness or in
jury would be greatly reduced. America's 
emergency medical service providers deserve 
the credit and admiration of all citizens who 
have ever been helped by these services or 
who rest easier knowing that they are avail
able. 

Twenty-five years ago, emergency medicine 
was established as a medical specialty and 
began to be recognized as a vital component 
to the quality of health care in America. I 
would like to offer a special thanks now to 
these men and women for the outstanding 
work which they provide countless times each 
year but which so often goes unrewarded. I 
know that all of my colleagues here in the 
House will join me in congratulating the men 
and women who comprise our emergency 
medical services for their superior work and 
commend them during Emergency Medical 
Services Week. 

BENEDICT ROCCHIO, LEGRAND 
SMITH SCHOLARSHIP WINNER 

HON. NICK SMITH 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, it is 
with great respe~t for the outstanding record 
of excellence he has compiled in academics, 
leadership, and community service, that I am 
proud to salute Benedict Rocchio, a recipient 
of the 1993 LeGrand Smith Scholarship. This 
highly coveted award is made to young adults 
who have demonstrated that they are truly 
committed to playing important roles in our 
Nation's future. 

In being named as a winner of a LeGrand 
Smith Scholarship, Benedict is being honored 
for demonstrating that same generosity of spir
it, depth of intelligence, responsible citizen
ship, and capacity for human service that dis
tinguished the late LeGrand Smith, 1908-70, 
of Somerset, MI. 

Benedict Rocchio, through his exceptional 
scholastic, extracurricular and volunteer serv
ice endeavors is a most worthy recipient of the 
LeGrand Smith Scholarship. His credentials in
clude membership in the prestigious National 
Honor Society, earning academic varsity let
ters for each of his 4 years, representation in 
a model United Nations, and as a Boys State 
delegate. Outside of school, Benedict has 
been active in community youth activities, nu
merous civic endeavors, and volunteer work 
with his church. 

May 5, 1993 
Therefore, I am pleased to honor Benedict 

Rocchio for his selection as a winner of a 
LeGrand Smith Scholarship. To this remark
able young man, I extend my most heartfelt 
good wishes for all his future endeavors. 

TARPON SPRINGS WAR MEMORIAL 

HON. MICHAEL BIURAKIS 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, several years 
ago, two Vietnam veterans, Robert Renneke 
and Dr. Fred Roever, in my district, proposed 
building a memorial to honor those killed, or 
yet missing in action, who hailed from the 
local area. Like so many other memorial 
projects, this one was ridiculed by some who 
contended it was a waste of time and money. 
However, I am pleased to say that the monu
ment's supporters persevered and in 1992, the 
city of Tarpon Springs held a dedication cere
mony for this important memorial. 

The 15-foot-high black granite obelisk sits 
atop a granite base in Craig Park on the 
banks of the Spring Bayou in Tarpon Springs, 
FL. The names of approximately 35 Tarpon 
Springs-area people who lost their lives in 
wars or still missing in action have been 
carved onto the monument, which is illumi
nated at night. 

Our Nation's capital is filled with monu
ments, new and old, but the real monuments 
to courage, to heroism, to valor, and to sac
rifice are America's veterans themselves. 

We asked them to interrupt their lives-to 
leave their homes, their families, their jobs-to 
trade the plow for the sword that our Nation 
might be protected. We asked them to risk 
and endure hardships most of us cannot imag
ine, to sacrifice and even to die so that our 
time-honored and cherished traditions of de
mocracy and freedom might live-and live 
they have. 

Our society asked and our veterans an
swered. For their dedication and loyalty we 
should embrace them, honor them, treat them 
with dignity and respect, and treat their disabil
ities. 

These veterans served, as in the words in
scribed on a memorial in Arlington Cemetery, 
"Not for fame or reward, not for place or for 
rank, not lured by ambition or goaded by ne
cessity, but in simple obedience to duty as 
they understood it * * * " 

They are the reasons that the United States 
is the mightiest, wealthiest, most secure nation 
on Earth today. 

They are the reasons that the United States 
has been and will continue to be the bastion 
of support and solace for those in the world 
searching for freedom and human rights. 

We have borne arms many times since 
fighting the war that created our great Nation 
more than 200 years ago. We have fought on 
foreign lands and we have fought among our
selves. We have learned there is never any 
glory in war-only suffering. But we also have 
learned, given a just and right cause, that we 
do not lack the courage, dignity, and fortitude 
necessary to def end the age-old principles 
upon which our country was founded. 
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I have often said that it is important for us 

to display that same determination in our daily 
lives-in living up to those principles in all that 
we do. That we live and practice and preach 
those principles day by day. Otherwise won't 
all of that suffering and bravery have been in 
vain? 

And as we talk and think of principles and 
courage, I consider it important that we recog
nize the distinction between the level of Duty 
and patriotism we exercise in our daily lives, 
and the level demonstrated by the American 
veteran-the ultimate sacrifice resting in the 
balance. It is the difference between heroes 
and men who might be brave; between the 
tested and those who have not yet been tried. 

As a member of the House Veterans' Affairs 
Committee and as a veteran, I take it person
ally when some individual or some group 
seems to attack veterans and the benefits 
they get, and fully deserve. 

The liberties we enjoy are precious gifts pro
tected only for the moment and requiring a 
constant vigil. They will never be completely 
won-and they most certainly will be lost 
should we ever turn our backs on those who 
served in their defense. 

Nothing could be more devastating to the 
security of this or any nation than for it to deny 
its defenders the care and treatment they 
have earned and deserve-or worse to forget 
them altogether. 

For as long as the American soldier stands 
ready to support his country and its allies, the 
forces of oppression and injustice will be held 
in check. For this, the American serviceman
the veteran-must never be forgotten. 

Therefore, I would like to salute the individ
uals who made the Tarpon Springs War Me
morial possible. This is, of course, but a small 
downpayment on the great debt America owes 
its veterans-all of them, man and woman 
alike. 

We must never forget how blessed we are 
in the modern world to live in a free society, 
nor forget the sacrifices of our friends, rel
atives, neighbors, and countrymen who served 
us all when duty called. 

THE PERILS OF MANAGED TRADE 

HON. PHllJP M. CRANE 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, since the recent 
success of the United States-Japan semi
conductor arrangement in reaching the goal of 
a 20-percent market share, the Clinton admin
istration seems poised to pursue numerical 
targets as a standard for future trade negotia
tions. However, in the following article, James 
Bovard warns against the folly of dictating for
eign market share as it provokes our trading 
partners, distorts international trade and com
petition, and works contrary to the goal of cre
ating American jobs. I highly recommend its 
reading. 
[From the Wall Street Journal, Apr. 23, 1993) 

THE SEMICONDUCTOR PACT'S BAD EXAMPLE 

(By Jam es Bovard) 
The Clinton administration is seeking to 

end the U.S. trade deficit with massive in-
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creases in the export of verbal sludge. "Tem
porary quantitative indicators" is the motto 
of the administration's trade policy. Unfor
tunately, the Clinton approach, which looks 
for measurable increases of specific U.S. ex
ports, is certain to provide more trade con
flicts and acrimony in the future-and to 
make some of America's premier manufac
turers look like beggars of market share . 

Earlier this week, U.S . and European Com
munity officials worked hard to advertise 
modest progress in resolving U.S.-EC trade 
disputes. Toward Japan, the administration 
is using a more heavy-handed approach. Clin
ton administration officials are touting the 
U.S .-Japan Semiconductor Arrangement as 
the model for future trade policy. The for
eign market share of semiconductors pur
chased by Japanese firms recently exceeded 
20%; U.S. Trade Representative Mickey 
Kantor hailed the sales result, declaring on 
March 19 that " setting a target figure ap
pears to have been * * * successful. " But, 
rather than offering a valuable model, the 
Semiconductor Arrangement illustrates how 
an artificial definition of fair trade foments 
political racketeering. 

In 1986, the U.S. Commerce Department in
vestigated Japanese semiconductor exports 
to the U.S. and imposed arbitrarily high 
dumping penalties on Japanese companies. 
These were then used as leverage to pressure 
Japan to sign a pact seeking to restrict 
world-wide semiconductor trade. The Semi
conductor Arrangement, signed in July of 
that year, made it an official act of trade 
war for a foreign government not to compel 
its own domestic companies to rapidly in
crease their purchases of American products. 

The 1986 agreement politically impaled one 
of America's most competitive industries. 
The Commerce Department acquired the 
power to set floor prices for Japanese chips 
sold in the U.S ., and that August it an
nounced its first " fair market values" for 
chip imports. U.S. computer and electronics 
companies-the primary chip users-were 
stunned as the decree raised chip prices by 
200% , far more than even the highest alleged 
dumping margins. (Domestic semiconductor 
producers could not satisfy domestic de
mand.) 

Arthur Denzau of the Center for the Study 
of American Business estimated that the 
Semiconductor Arrangement resulted in up 
to 11,000 jobs lost in companies using chips. 
The Journal of Commerce reported in 1988, 
" The supply crunch has left U.S. electronics 
makers wringing their hands over lost sales 
and profits, delayed product introductions 
and worsened relations with customers." 

At the time the Semiconductor Arrange
ment was signed, the Japanese Ambassador 
sent a side letter to then-U.S. Trade Rep 
Clayton Yeutter declaring, "The government 
of Japan recognizes the U.S. semiconductor 
industry's expectation that semiconductor 
sales in Japan of foreign capital-affiliated 
companies will grow to at least slightly 
above 20% of the Japanese market in five 
years. The government of Japan considers 
that this can be realized and welcomes its re
alization." The ·1etter clearly did not commit 
the Japanese government to enforce purchas
ing of American chips by Japanese compa
nies. 

But in late March 1987, President Reagan 
announced that the Japanese had violated 
the pact, in part because American compa
nies had not increased their chip sales in 
Japan. The Japanese were pronounced guilty 
of unfair trade simply because American 
companies did not sell as many semiconduc
tors in Japan as the U.S. bureaucrats 
thought they should be able to sell. 
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In 1991, the Semiconductor Arrangement 

was modified and extended. The 1991 pact 
stated that Japan " recognizes that the U.S. 
semiconductor industry expects that the for
eign market share will grow to more than 
20% of the Japanese market by the end of 
1992 and considers that this can be realized. " 
The agreement specifies that the 20% figure 
is "neither a guarantee, a ceiling nor a floor 
on the foreign market share." 

Not surprisingly, fierce disputes have 
again arisen over the trade pact 's meaning. 
Despite the fact that the 1991 agreement ex
plicitly made no guarantees, Clinton admin
istration officials implied they might retali
ate against Japanese exports if the 20% mar
ket share were not reached. Now that the 
foreign share of semiconductors purchased 
by Japanese firms has hit 20%, Mr. Kantor 
declares that 20% is " a floor , not a ceiling. " 

The Clinton administration's resentment 
of the U.S . merchandise trade deficit with 
Japan (estimated at $46 billion last year) is 
driving Mr. Kantor to make increasingly far
fetched statements. In testimony before the 
House Ways and Means Committee on 
Wednesday, he declared that the Japanese 
market is "basically closed" for semiconduc
tors, automobiles, computers and several 
other products. 

It is absurd for U.S. government officials 
to condemn the Japanese auto market as 
closed when U.S. car makers have only re
cently deigned to ship to Japan autos with 
the steering wheel on the right side of the 
car (the Japanese , like the British, drive on 
the " wrong" side of the road) . 

And it is peculiar for Mr. Kantor to declare 
that the Japanese semiconductor market is 
closed only a few weeks after he announced 
that the Japanese had met the U.S.-pro
claimed goal of a 20% foreign market share . 
Also, American personal computers are barn
storming Japan. Peter Wolff, a Tokyo-based 
technology expert with Kidder, Peabody, pre
dicts that NEC, Japan's dominant computer 
maker, " is going to get its head handed to 
it" by U.S . companies. 

The U.S. already has a fully developed sys
tem of managed trade akin to what Clinton 
administration officials advocate for Japan. 
The U.S. government imposes more than 
3,000 different import quotas on textiles and 
apparel. Trade officials sometimes go to ma
niacal lengths to dictate a foreign country's 
precise " fair share" of the U.S. market: Mex
ico is allowed to sell the U.S. only 35,292 bras 
each year. Managed trade in textiles has cre
ated a bureaucratic monstrosity and given 
government officials sweeping arbitrary 
power over importers and their domestic cus
tomers. 

" Pick a number, any number" is a pathetic 
guide for U.S. trade policy. The government 
has no right to dictate the market share that 
American exporters are entitled to in any 
foreign country. 

GOVERNOR PATTEN OF HONG 
KONG, AT THE NATIONAL PRESS 
CLUB 

HON. JIM LIGHTFOOT 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 
Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Speaker, in Washing

ton this week we have a very distinguished 
visitor, the Right Honorable Christopher Pat
ten, the Governor of Hong Kong. 

Governor Patten has the difficult job of over
seeing the transfer of Britain's last crown col-
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ony to China. A successful transfer from Brit
ish to Chinese rule will benefit not only the 
people of Hong Kong and the citizens of 
China but the United States as well. 

In a speech yesterday at the National Press 
Club, which I am attaching for the RECORD, 
Governor Patten made a very important point 
on MFN to China that I would like to draw to 
the attention of this House. 

Trade and economics are simply not good 
vehicles, except in extreme cases, of pursuing 
political goals. 

To quote Governor Patten: 
Trade promotes travel and interchange. It 

increases understanding. It spreads informa
tion. It encourages freer thinking that comes 
with a wider knowledge of the outside world. 
It throws light into dark corners because the 
prosperity it creates actually encourages so
cial change and individual freedom. 

To those Members of this House that sup
port revocation of MFN to China I draw your 
attention to another section of Governor Pat
ten's speech: 

Trade does, in my view, help humanity as 
a process. But it has less to offer as a weap
on. Less to offer because it is double edged. 
You can't use it as a weapon without hurting 
yourself. Reduce trade and you reduce your 
communication and your ability to influ
ence. You don ' t water a parched landscape 
by closing the gates of the dam. 

Neither Governor Patten nor I endorse the 
policies of China. But we ask you to consider 
using the right tools. Revoking MFN to China 
does not hurt the leadership of China. But it 
will hurt those who are the engines of peaceful 
change in China. It will certainly hurt the peo
ple of Hong Kong and it will certainly hurt the 
thousands of Americans whose livelihood de
pends on trade with China. 

I welcome Governor Patten to Washington 
and urge colleagues to take a few moments to 
review his National Press Club speech. 
THE RIGHT HONORABLE CHRISTOPHER PATRICK 

PATTEN, GOVERNOR OF HONG KONG 
Governor PATTEN. Mr. Chairman, ladies 

and gentlemen, first of all, thank you very 
much indeed for that extremely courteous 
and flattering obituary notice . [Laughter.] 

I feel very honored to be one of such a dis
tinguished line of speakers addressing you 
over the next few weeks. I think the speech 
I would particularly like to hear would be 
Victor Borge on GATT and NAFTA. [Laugh
ter.] 

As you mentioned in your introductory re
marks, chairman, I really began what for 
want of a better word we will call my politi
cal career working for John Lindsay's first 
mayoral campaign when he came out of the 
17th Congressional District to run for other 
things, and my job on that campaign in 1965 
was to cover the conservative candidate, Bill 
Buckley. I was responsible for researching 
Buckleyisms. 

The one that I most enjoyed which told 
one, I guess, legions about the difficulties of 
the job for which he was allegedly running, 
was Buckley's reply when asked what the 
first thing would be if he were to succeed in 
his electoral quest and be elected mayor of 
New York, and Buckley replied very quickly, 
I'd demand a recount. [Laughter.] 

I guess that is a reflection of the difficulty 
of running New York. 

I have to say that being Governor of Hong 
Kong isn't exactly a pushover, trying to 
manage a smooth transition from British 
sovereignty to Chinese sovereignty in 1997. 
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It is, as you said, chairman, the last great 
colonial responsibility which the United 
Kingdom has, but there is a distinct dif
ference between our responsibility in North
ern Ireland and that which we have dis
charged in other dependent territories over 
the years. 

Elsewhere, we have been preparing commu
nities for independence, and we have pro
vided them with the appurtenances of inde
pendent statehood. 

We have established fully democratic 
structures, independent courts, civil service, 
we have sent them a Speaker's Chair from 
Westminster, and we've launched the sat
ellite into outer space and sometimes it has 
gone into a very satisfactory orbit and some
times, alas, it 's come crashing down to earth 
again. 

But the purpose. always, has been the 
same, to establish a democracy on a West
minster model which we hope will sustain 
the community into years of independence. 

In Hong Kong, our task has been very dif
ferent. Our task has been to prepare for the 
resumption of Chinese sovereignty in 1997. 
There have been occasions in the 1940's and 
the 1950's, for example, when we considered 
introducing, as we had in other dependent 
territories, democratic structures, and those 
proposals were always resisted very strongly 
by China, which feared that if we introduced 
democratic structures at that stage into 
Hong Kong it might lead to Hong Kong wish
ing for independence rather than the resump
tion of Chinese sovereignty in 1997. 

However, when it came to discussing with 
China, to agreeing with China, the mecha
nism for the transfer of sovereignty in 1997, 
we agreed a slow and steady path to democ
racy . That agreement was set out in the 
joint declaration in the mid-1980's and that 
declaration also bound us both in treaty 
form to safeguard Hong Kong's way of life 
and Hong Kong's freedoms for 50 years after 
1997. 

What we attempted to do in that joint dec
laration was to safeguard the concept, the 
historic concept expressed by Deng Xiaping. 
He said that what he wanted was one coun
try with two systems, Hong Kong system,· 
not just the capitalist allocation of 're
sources, but the freedoms and the values of 
an open society, all set out specifically and 
in terms in that joint declaration. 

The present argument that we've been hav
ing with China is about how we can best se
cure one country, two systems, and, if you 
like, it's about whether we're talking about 
one country, two systems, or one country, 
one-and-a-half systems, or one country. one
and-a-bi t systems. 

We're absolutely clear that in the system 
that we're constructing in Hong Kong, even 
though there is limited democracy, that lim
ited democracy must be credible, that the ar
rangements for the last elections under Brit
ish sovereignty in 1995 have got to be clean 
and straightforward, and that's what we're 
discussing with Chinese officials in Beijing 
at the moment. 

Hong Kong has been a spectacular success, 
the tenth largest trading community in the 
world, the second highest per capita GNP in 
Asia, a per capita GNP which is likely to ex
ceed that of about half the members of the 
European Community within the next year 
or so. 

We are likely to overtake the Netherlands, 
Italy-dare I mention the United Kingdom
well before the transfer of sovereignty in 
1997. 

We represent in Hong Kong, with 6 million 
people, 19 percent of China's GNP. We have 
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the busiest container port in the world, add
ing capacity equivalent to the size of Seattle 
or Oakland every year. 

The fourth largest airport, which will, 
when we complete it--

[Laughter.] 
Governor PATTEN [continuing]. Be much 

the largest airport in the world, the tourist 
center of Asia. 

And so the superlatives roll on, not just 
the economic ones, either. We have invested 
over the years considerably in social equity 
programs so that we can now boast rather 
better health care statistics on the most im
portant items than, shall we say, the United 
States. the United Kingdom. or Australia, or 
New Zealand. 

So it's been a great success story. And 
why? First of all, because Adam Smith's 
been in permanent residence in Hong Kong 
over the two decades when our economy has 
quadrupled in its strength and size. We have 
been a community which has practiced mar
ket economics year-in and year-out with 
considerable zest and skill . 

Secondly, we 're at the center of the fast
est-growing region in the world, where hun
dreds of millions of people are. in Churchill's 
phrase, moving ahead to better pastures and 
brighter days, and not only at the center of 
the Asia-Pacific region but also at the gate
way of China, where the Chinese economy 
has been opening up over the last years with 
tremendous success. 70 percent of the invest
ment that goes into China goes through 
Hong Kong. 80 percent of the investment 
that goes in to Guandong goes in through 
Hong Kong. 

The third reason-the third reason for our 
success is that we have combined Chinese 
entrepreneurialism with the rule of law, and 
the rule of law isn't, as you know, just a 
matter of judges in wigs sitting in courts. 
The rule of law is about the relationship, as 
well, better free press, a credible legislature, 
and an independent court system. 

All those things are keys to Hong Kong's 
prosperity, because, just as our prosperity 
has sustained our way of life, so it's equally 
true that our way of life has helped to sus
tain our prosperity. 

I think Hong Kong's success matters. not 
only to the United Kingdom today, not only 
to China in the future, not only to the re
gion, but also to the world. And it's not very 
surprising, therefore, that people ask how 
they can help us to remain successful. 

Some Chinese critics of the 28th Govern
ment, and they do exist, claim that when I 
try to address a question like that, I'm, 
quote, internationalizing Hong Kong. I think 
that's a pretty ridiculous charge. Hong Kong 
is an international community. Hong Kong 
is a tremendous international asset, an 
international asset when Britain is sov
ereign, an international asset when China is 
sovereign, too. And I suspect that it is pre
cisely because of its international impor
tance that China is committed to continue 
its hugely successful system. 

Of course, others recognize, as the Presi
dent has this week, that the implementation 
of the joint declaration is a matter for Brit
ain and China, not for others. But others do 
take an interest in that implementation 
being managed successfully. And it would be 
absurd for them not to do so. The moment 
that the rest of the world ceases to be inter
ested in Hong Kong, it is time for everyone 
in China, in Britain, and in Hong Kong itself 
to start worrying. 

In showing that interest, I hope that our 
friends will understand the difference be
tween trade and economics on the one hand 
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and politics on the other. I hope they won' t 
get the two confused. I must say it would 
help me to make that point rather more suc
cessfully if it was a little clearer that China, 
a GATT applicant of course, understood that 
the two are different, as well. 

I understand and respect the fact that 
United States foreign policy has tradition
ally been infused with a sense of values. 
Those who have benefitted from the con
sequences of that, as my generation did, for 
example, in Western Europe, do ill to criti
cize it. Foreign policy shouldn't be just 
about a utilitarian sense of national inter
est. Self interest invariably is served by try
ing to behave well, too. But as we say in 
England, I think one has to take account of 
running the right horse on the right course. 
I don't believe that trade and economics are 
a good vehicle except in extreme cases for 
pursuing political goals. 

One reason why I take that view is because 
as Marxists, when there were any, used to be
lieve, there is a relationship between eco
nomic and social progress and political 
progress. I don ' t argue for one moment that 
Washington or Westminster style democracy 
is everywhere a consequence almost mecha
nistically of a given level of GNP growth. 
Different cultures, different traditions, dif
ferent periods of history produce different 
results. 

But I do believe that everywhere in the 
world the opening up of economies, a growth 
in personal affluence, an increase in edu
cational standards, an increase , if I may say 
so , in the use of cellular phones, increase in 
travel, development of satellite television, 
all those things have political consequences. 
So free trade, in my view, is a servant of 
human progress. 

Trade promotes travel and interchange. It 
increases understanding. It spreads informa
tion. It encourages the freer thinking that 
comes with a wider knowledge of the outside 
world. It throws light into dark corners be
cause the prosperity it creates actually en
courages social change and individual free
dom. 

As I've argued a number of times before, 
and as I find myself arguing in a series of 
meetings this week, trade does, in my view, 
help humanity as a process. But it has less to 
offer as a weapon. Less to offer because it's 
double edged. You can't, use it as a weapon 
without hurting yourself. Reduce trade, and 
you reduce ·your communication and your 
ability to influence. You don't water a 
parched landscape by closing the gates of the 
dam. 

One of the reasons for all our prosperity in 
the years since the war is the American 
economy, American free enterprise, and 
American generosity. Your aid has helped to 
get so many economies back on their feet 
again. Your businesses have set up in those 
economies an increased investment in them. 
Your domestic market has provided the cus
tomers for the products of the factories 
which you've helped to establish. 

China has been no exception to that eco
nomic development. MFN helped China's 
spectacular economic performance over the 
last 14 years of increasing liberalism in eco
nomic policy, a policy which the Chinese 
leadership have pursued with consider1tble 
dexterity and elan, 14 years of average 9 per
cent growth a year. That growth has been led 
by the regions with the greatest freedom to 
invest, with the greatest freedom to build 
and to trade. 

Those in the vanguards of the movement of 
economic reform are inevitably those who 
have benefited most from it. Equally, they 
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would be the regions and they would be the 
people who would lose most if we were to cut 
off that trade , and I have to say that Hong 
Kong itself stands four square in that cat
egory. We have been a part of China's eco
nomic miracle, contributing to it and bene
fiting from it. 

Saying this, I'm not speaking, as you will 
know, on China's behalf. I happen to believe 
that MFN, that trade , that opening up Chi
na's economy, that economic liberalism, 
that all those things are good not just for 
the standard of living of people in China, but 
for the quality of life of China's citizens. 

But I'm not an official spokesman for the 
PRC. The PRC has other words which have 
been used about me. Prostitute, serpent, 
Buddha, tango dancer--

[Laugh ter.] 
Governor PATTEN [continuing] . A particu

larly obscure one which has slightly con
fused my wife . [Laughter.] 

Wonders what I get up to in my spare time. 
[Laughter.] 

And sly lawyer, which you'll all realize is 
an oxymoron. [Laughter.] 

But the NCNA has not yet asked for my 
services, though they've done a wonderful 
job of improving my name recognition 
around the world. [Laughter.] 

Nor am I here to lecture the United States 
on your interests, though plainly , ending 
MFN would have consequences for the Amer
ican economy. 

I know, I think, some of the arguments 
that concern you. But I can't help wondering 
whether you reduce the chances of China 
selling missiles to the wrong people by refus
ing to buy their peaceful products. And I 
can' t help wondering whether the best way 
of pursuing your anxieties on human rights 
is through restricting trade on the one hand 
or increasing dialogue on the other. How 
much influence did the rest of the world have 
on China during the years of the cultural 
revolution when we had no contact with it. 

For me, of course , there is one other spe
cial consideration. Some people say that 
they would like to help Hong Kong and help 
to protect our modest political aspirations 
by linking MFN renewal to the political de
velopment of Hong Kong. They say they 
would like to go further than Senator Mc
Connell 's U.S. Hong Kong act which shows a 
benign interest in our prosperity and stabil
ity and they use MFN as a tool to try to se-
cure our way of life. · 

I just say today, as I've said in Hong Kong, 
I hope anybody who thinks that would actu
ally be helpful will take it from the Gov
ernor of Hong Kong that it certainly 
wouldn't. I hope that anybody who's tempted 
to do that, won't. And I say to everyone with 
all the force at my command, though with
ou t in any way abasing my enthusiasm for 
the United States, that you certainly can't 
help Hong Kong by hurting our economy. 

And MFN does help us substantially, just 
as it helps the fastest growing regions in 
China, as I was saying. What helps us helps 
China, and what hurts China hurts us. 
Economists have made lots of predictions 
about the impact on us of ending MFN. You 
can argue about precisely what those con
sequences would be, but nobody can doubt 
that it would deal us a pretty heavy blow. 

I'm not going to hurl myself onto the 
spears of your debate. I know that there's 
very much thought and understanding going 
into the issue at the moment, a great deal of 
attention being paid to the exact terms on 
which MFN might be renewed. I only hope 
that those who are making the decisions will 
bear in mind some of the arguments that I 
have put today. 
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The New York Times, a few moments ago , 

said in a marvelous phrase that no one has 
ever made any money betting against Hong 
Kong. I think that's right. I think Hong 
Kong has a bright future, and could well play 
in relation to the opening up of China's econ
omy, the same sort of role that New York, it
self, played in the opening up of the Amer
ican economy a century a&·o. But that future 
in Hong Kong will be brighter and will be 
more assured, we'll have more prosperity and 
more political stability, if China does not 
seek to impede the modest steps towards de
mocracy that it's already agreed we should 
make. 

In the longer term, there's one other factor 
which I believe to be crucial to Hong Kong's 
well being. I have no hesitation at all in say
ing that the better the relationship between 
China and the United States, the better the 
prospects for Hong Kong. A China steadily 
moving forward towards a more open econ
omy, a more open society, and dealing, we 
hope , responsibly and with self confidence, 
with the pressures and the challenges that 
come with economic success, and a United 
States economically strong, assured in its 
leadership, and ever mindful of its historic 
commitment to free markets and to the val
ues of a free society. 

That relationship, mature and mutually 
reenforcing, would not only be good for Hong 
Kong, it would also be good for the Asian re
gion and extremely good for the world. 

Thank you , very much. 

CONRADO 0. COLON, 
RICAN BUSINESSMAN 
YEAR 

PUERTO 
OF THE 

HON. JOSE E. SERRANO 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor Mr. Conrado 0. Colon, who, in this 
quintcentennial year of Puerto Rico, has been 
named the "Puerto Rican Businessman of the 
Year" by a committee comprised of the New 
York State Federation of the Hispanic Cham
ber of Commerce, the House of Seagrams, 
and the GALOS Corp. This award will be pre
sented at a ceremony being held tomorrow in 
New York. · 

Conrado Colon is executive vice president 
of Goya Foods, Inc., a company that was 
founded in New York in 1936 by Spanish im
migrants and has grown to be the largest His
panic foods company in the United States. 

Mr. Speaker, Conrado Colon has grown with 
and helped shape the success of Goya Foods. 
Born in Cabo Rojo, Puerto Rico, he came to 
New York at the age of 15. He joined the 
company in 1958 and was named director of 
purchasing in 1963. In 1978 he was made a 
vice president, and in June 1990, he was 
named executive vice president of Goya 
Foods, Inc. 

In these various positions Mr. Colon has 
traveled the world to find the best ingredients 
for Goya's products, and has been instrumen
tal in introducing new product lines. Goya now 
markets more than 800 different food ·products 
and has annual sales of $410 million. 

Mr. Speaker, Conrado Colon is currently 
overseeing a multipronged marketing program 
to introduce Goya to the mainstream market. 
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His efforts are important not only to the com
mercial prospects of Goya Foods, but to the 
cause of mutual appreciation and understand
ing among the diverse cultures of our great 
Nation of Immigrants. 

Last, but certainly not least, Mr. Speaker, 
Conrado Colon is supportive of the many 
ways in which Goya Foods has contributed to 
the New York community-from sponsoring 
community activities such as youth athletic 
teams and the annual Miss Puerto Rico Cul
tural Pageant, to spurring the development of 
community food and literacy awareness pro
grams, to providing essential support for such 
major Hispanic events as the Puerto Rican, 
Cuban, and Dominican Day parades. This 
past weekend I was pleased to participate in 
the Bronx Community College 10-K run, 
which Goya Foods helped sponsor. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope my colleagues will join 
me in congratulating Mr. Conrado 0. Colon on 
being named "Puerto Rican Businessman of 
the Year," and in thanking him for the impor
tant contributions to our society he is making 
as an executive of Goya Foods. 

TRIBUTE TO RAOUL TEILHET 

HON. HOW ARD L BERMAN 
OF CALIFORNIA 

HENRY A. WAXMAN 
OF CALIFORNIA 

ANTHONY C. BEILENSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, we rise today to 
pay tribute to Raoul Teilhet, who earlier this 
year resigned his position with the California 
Federation of Teachers. 

Since his election as president of the CFT 
in 1967, Raoul has worked tirelessly on behalf 
of the rights of teachers. He has been their 
champion through many bitter battles with poli
ticians and administrators over salaries, the 
right to collective bargaining, and the question 
of who is and is not, fit to teach. We join the 
CFT today in "Celebrating Raoul,"-the apt 
title of the retirement dinner in his honor. 

Part of what makes Raoul a super leader is 
his political courage. He was a fighter who 
battled with all the strength of his moral con
viction. This was true both of his tenure with 
the CFT and the California Labor Federation, 
which elected him its first teacher vice presi
dent in 1977. 

Raoul had the foresight to recognize that 
Proposition 13 would wreak havoc with Cali
fornia's schools and make it increasingly dif
ficult both for teachers to earn a decent living 
and for children to receive a quality education. 
He galvanized and organized the labor and 
the education communities into a coalition to 
fight this damaging, but politically popular 
proposition. 

Raoul also courageously opposed the 
Briggs amendment, which would have banned 
the hiring of gays as teachers in public 
schools. The bill was deeply offensive to 
Raoul, whose many attributes include a keen 
sense of justice. He debated the amendment's 
author, State senator John Briggs, and clearly 
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helped make a persuasive case: The measure 
was soundly defeated. 

A history teacher at Pasadena High School, 
Raoul made history on his own by virtue of his 
passionate commitment to building a strong 
teachers' union. During his tenure, he traveled 
across the State, arguing-sometimes before 
openly hostile audiences-in support of due 
process and tenure for all public school em
ployees. In the early 1980's, excited by the 
prospect of a union family that included 
custodians, cafeteria workers, and school bus 
drivers, he supported classified employees in 
their bid for CFT membership. 

Our public schools are struggling today and 
need all the support we can give them. In this, 
we can find no greater inspiration than Raoul 
Teilhet. His tireless work for-and his unre
lenting commitment t~the rights of teachers 
are a shining example for all of us. We are 
proud to know Raoul and ask our colleagues 
to join us-and all of California's teachers-in 
saluting him today. 

A TRIBUTE TO RHODA AND 
RAYMOND FOX 

HON. JERRY LEWIS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speaker, 
would like to bring to your attention today the 
fine work and outstanding public service of 
Rhoda and Raymond Fox who have taken 
leadership roles in serving Congregation 
Emanu El in San Bernardino, CA. The Foxes 
will be recognized for their longtime commit
ment to the congregation as they receive the 
Rabbi Norman F. Feldheym Award on May 22, 
the 102d anniversary of the chartering of Con
gregation Emanu El. 

Rhoda and Raymond each have a long 
record of service to Congregation Emanu El. 
Rhoda has served as the principal of the 
School for Jewish Living, participated in adult 
Jewish education programs, and served as a 
tutor to Russian immigrant children. In addi
tion, she currently serves on the board of di
rectors of the congregation and as chair of its 
commission on membership responsible for 
welcoming new members into the congrega
tion. Raymond has served as the president of 
Congregation Emanu El, 1984-86, chaired the 
development and long-range planning commit
tees, chaired the public relations committee, 
and raised funds for the construction of the 
Rabbi Norman F. Feldheym Religious Edu
cation Center. He also serves on the board of 
managers of the Home of Eternity Cemetery. 

The Foxes have also made a number of sig
nificant contributions as civic and community 
leaders. Rhoda has been a member of the Ar
rowhead Chapter of Hadassah and Paradise 
Chapter of B'nai B'rith, a member of the San 
Bernardino County Grand Jury, 1980-81 , and 
is currently a member of the Grand Jury Asso
ciation. She also serves as a member of the 
Adult Correctional Advisory Council and is a 
member and former chair of the San 
Bernardino City Parks, Recreation and Com
munity Services Commission. In addition, she 
is a tutor at the Regional Youth Education Fa-

May 5, 1993 
cility and is active in support of Option House 
for abused women and children. 

Raymond has served as the chairman of the 
San Bernardino United Jewish Welfare Fund, 
is the past president of the San Bernardino 
Mental Health Association, and the past presi
dent of the West Side Chamber of Commerce 
in San Bernardino. He is also the past chair
man of the San Bernardino American Field 
Service and the San Bernardino Central City 
Advisory Committee. Additionally, he is a cur
rent member of the San Bernardino Joint Pow
ers Committee and the chairman of the San 
Bernardino Parking Commission. 

Mr. Speaker, please join me, our colleagues 
and friends in recognizing the fine contribu
tions of Rhoda and Raymond Fox. The Rabbi 
Norman F. Feldheym Award is an appropriate 
honor for these kind and humble people who 
care so much for the citizens of our commu
nity. It is fitting that the House of Representa
tives pay tribute to them today. 

FURTHER PROOF THAT 
AMERICANS AREN'T UNDERTAXED 

HON. CHRISTOPHER COX 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, despite the views of 
Bill and Hillary Rodham Clinton to the con
trary, Americans aren't undertaxed. We pay 
more in taxes than Bill Clinton, who has never 
even run a small business or worked for a pri
vate paycheck, even begins to understand. 

Ms. Laura Tyson, who is Chairman of Bill 
Clinton's Council of Economic Advisers, be
lieves that "there is no relationship between 
the level of taxes a nation pays and its eco
nomic performance." She also has written that 
"the United States ranks at the very bottom of 
all industrialized nations in terms of its overall 
tax burden." 

What Bill and Hillary and Laura don't under
stand is that in the American Federal Sys
tem-unlike, say, Sweden-there is more than 
one level of tax. Any fair analysis should take 
into account that we also pay income taxes to 
our States, and sometimes to our counties 
and cities. Moreover, even before we are for
tunate enough to earn any income at all, 
we've got to pay dozens of other levies to 
government agencies of all kinds. 

Recently, the Washington Post business 
section featured a story about "Red, Hot & 
Blue," a barbeque restaurant whose experi
ence with endless taxes is representative of 
small businesses across America. According 
to the Post, here's what this 85-employee 
business paid in taxes in 1992-before it even 
had the privilege of paying Federal income 
taxes: $25 city fee because the restaurant has 
a security system; $50 State fee paid to incor
porate the business; $250 special Federal tax 
because the restaurant serves alcohol; $300 
State property tax on the restaurant's van; 
$600 city fee that allows the restaurant to 
have bands perform; $1,330 State fee to serve 
mixed beverages, beer, and wine; $2,600 city 
fee for operating a business; $6, 100 for work
ers' compensation insurance; $6,300 State 
property tax on the restaurant's equipment; 
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$11,200 real estate tax; $12 ,000 for unem
ployment insurance; $14,000 for Social Secu
rity; $57,560 for the city sales tax, 4 percent; 
and $64,755 in State sales taxes, 4.5 percent. 

This is further evidenc~if more is need
ed-that Americans aren't undertaxed. So, Mr. 
President, Ms. Rodham Clinton, and Ms. 
Tyson: please, lay off the new taxes-so 
American small business doesn't need to lay 
off the employees. 

A MAGNIFICENT POINT OF LIGHT 
FOR MEDICAL EDUCATION: 
FRANK MOYA, M.D. 

HON. MAJOR R. OWENS 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, Dr. Frank Moya 
is a doctor's doctor who commands the re
spect of his colleagues from coast to coast. 
Dr. Frank Moya is also a compassionate and 
generous human being who rises above his 
considerable professional achievements and 
goes beyond the call of duty to cast a magnifi
cent bright light which offers an inspiring ex
ample of how individual initiative can help to 
accelerate the improvement of basic health 
care in America. Dr. Moya is the primary 
sponsor of the Frank Moya Scholarship Fund 
for Minority Medical Students which was 
founded in 1992 to assist promising inner-city 
students embarking on premedical college 
studies. 

Mr. Speaker, health care for all Americans 
is a concern that has now captured the atten
tion of our entire Nation. Some form of na
tional health insurance is now deemed to be 
inevitable. But a government mandated insur
ance program will not automatically provide 
the kind of health care needed by the resi
dents of our big cities. Primary care doctors 
who are willing to practice in inner-city neigh
borhoods represent the first steps toward the 
provision of adequate health care in commu
nities like Harlem, Bedford-Stuyvesant, 
Brownsville, Chicago's South Side, and Watts 
in Los Angeles. Dr. Maya's generosity pro
vides concrete help for inner-city students who 
are likely to return to their inadequately cov
ered communities. 

The Frank Moya Scholarship Fund for Mi
nority Medical Students was established by 
the Medical Alumni Association of the College 
of Medicine of the Health Science Center at 
Brooklyn in 1992 when Dr. Randall Bloomfield 
appealed to Dr. Moya for a contribution which 
would be matched by the Alumni Association. 
Dr. Bloomfield is a practitioner, a policymaker, 
a scholar and an innovator who is immersed 
in the day-to-day struggle to provide decent 
health care to the most needy population in 
New York City. The response to Dr. Bloom
field's appeal for funds to aid deserving stu
dents by both Dr. Moya and the Alumni Asso
ciation was a positive and generous response. 
The Frank Moya Scholarship Fund for Minority 
Medical Students was thus created as a mag
nificent point of light in a situation surrounded 
by despair and pessimism. 

Mr. Speaker, Dr. Moya's contribution to as
sist with this particular critical problem in medi-

69- 059 0 -97 Vol. 139 (Pt. 7) 14 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

cal education is just one of his many contribu
tions to society and the medical profession. 
Dr. Moya is currently the chairman of the De
partment of Anesthesiology as well as the di
rector of the Pain Center at the Mount Sinai 
Medical Center in Miami Beach, FL. In addi
tion, Dr. Moya is the publisher and editor in 
chief of such publications as: "Current Re
views in Clinical Anesthesia," "Current Re
views in Nurse Anesthetists," and "Current 
Reviews for Post Anesthesia Care Nurses." 

Dr. Moya has served on the board of direc
tors for several notable organizations through
out the United States. Currently. he serves as 
chairman of the Board of the Anesthesiol
ogists' Professional Assurance Co., the Amer
ican Professional Assurance Co., Ltd., APA 
Management, Inc., The New M&M Corp., M2 
Realty Corp., and M2 Emerald Corp. In addi
tion, Dr. Moya also serves as chairman and 
president of Frank Moya, MD and Associates, 
Frank Moya, Inc., and Blue Ridge Operating 
Co. 

Dr. Moya has published 254 scientific arti
cles, abstracts, and textbooks. He is a bene
factor for the State University of New York, 
Downstate Medical Center, Barry University, 
Mount Sinai Medical Center, the Hope School, 
the United Way, and the Nature Conservancy. 
Dr. Moya recently received the honorary alum
nus, F.L. Babbott Memorial Award from the 
College of Medicine, State University of New 
York. 

Mr. Speaker, the master-plan for the im
provement of health care in America must de
velop many components. This is a challenge 
of great complexity. At the heart of this great 
effort we must not forget to recognize the vital 
role of the medical profession. In addition to 
the professional contributions of doctors, we 
must also welcome their general social wis
dom. It is an honor to salute Dr. Frank Moya 
as a "Magnificent Point of Light for Medical 
Education." · 

A TRIBUTE TO THE ARNOLD J. 
TYLER SCHOOL AND THE CARO
LINE BENTLEY SCHOOL IN NEW 
LENOX, IL 

HON.GEORGEE.SANGMEISTER 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 
Mr. SANGMEISTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 

today to salute two excellent elementary 
schools in my congressional district-the Ar
nold J. Tyler School and the Caroline Bentley 
School in New Lenox, IL, Will County School 
District 122. Both schools are recipients of the 
1993 U.S. Department of Education's Blue 
Ribbon School of Excellence Award. 

For my colleagues who may not be familiar 
with this prestigious honor, the Blue Ribbon 
School of Excellence Award recognizes 
schools that excel in eight separate categories · 
vital to a quality education: leadership; teach
ing environment; curriculum and instruction; 
student environment; parent-community sup
port; indicators of success; organizational vital
ity; and a special emphasis on the teaching of 
history and mathematics. 

The blue ribbon selection process was 
tough, with representatives from both the llli-
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nois State Board of Education and the U.S. 
Department of Education evaluating these two 
fine schools based on the eight criteria. Let 
me share a few comments from these eval
uators. On the Tyler School: "The teaching 
environment is positive; good teaching is rec
ognized publicly; staff development opportuni
ties are supported and encouraged." The 
Bentley School evaluator, an educator himself, 
had this to say about his visit: "I have just 
spent two of the most enjoyable days that I 
have ever had in a school." 

Mr. Speaker, I commend and congratulate 
Superintendent Alex Martino and in particular, 
Principal Edward Tatro of the Tyler School 
and Principal Robert Gaines of the Bentley 
School, as well as the other administrators, 
teachers, staff, and students for making these 
two schools among the best in the Nation. 

ADAMS FRUIT 

HON. HARRIS W. FAWEil 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased 
today to join the gentleman from California, 
Mr. FAZIO, in the introduction of a bill to effec
tively overturn the Supreme Court's 1990 rul
ing in Adams Fruit Co., Inc. versus Barrett. 
Under that decision, the court ignored the 
well-established principle of the exclusivity of 
workers' compensation remedies by interpret
ing the Migrant and Seasonal Agriculture 
Workers' Protection Act to provide for a pri
vate right of action for certain job-related inju
ries even if they had been covered by work
ers' compensation at the time of the injury. 

This decision upsets the doctrine of exclu
sivity of workers' compensation by permitting 
farmworkers to seek dual remedies. The fun
damental purpose of the workers' compensa
tion system is to provide a prompt and reason
able remedy to the injured employee without 
delay or expense. In theory, employers who 
pay into workers' compensation programs do 
so to avoid being exposed to additional liabil
ity. Allowing such a remedy over and above 
workers' compensation essentially gives mi
grant and seasonal farmworkers greater pro
tection than all other employees. 

The Adams Fruit decision creates problems 
for both employers and employees. Employers 
can be exposed to potentially enormous liabil
ity for damages, in spite of the fact that they 
have contributed into the workers' compensa
tion system. It also eliminates any incentive for 
employers to provide workers' compensation 
coverage for their employees in the 14 States 
where migrant and seasonal farmworkers are 
covered only at the option of their employer. 

At the close of the last Congress, an 
amendment was attached to the legislative ap
propriations bill , H.R. 5427, temporarily sus
pending the Adams Fruit decision through July 
6, 1993. The bill will permanently resolve this 
issue by ensuring that workers' compensation 
benefits are the exclusive remedy for migrant 
and seasonal farmworkers. I look forward to 
wqrking with my colleagues in the resolution of 
this issue. 
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POVERTY AND THE CULTURAL 

REVOLUTION 

HON. NEWf GINGRICH 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday , May 5, 1993 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
bring to the attention of all of my colleagues 
a commentary that was in the Los Angeles 
Times on March 29, 1993. In this commentary 
entitled "How the '60s Doomed the Have
Nots,'1 Myron Magnet does an excellent job of 
summing up the complete failure and reper
cussions of the cultural revolution. In addition, 
he boldly explains how America evolved to the 
state that it is in today due to the cultural revo
lution. The state that I am referring to is the 
welfare state, and if America does not stop 
this continuous cycle now, we can never re
place it. 

How THE 60s DOOMED THE HAVE NOTS 

Why, when immigrants from around the 
globe are making American lives worthy of 
respect and self-respect from the humblest 
jobs, do the poorest Americans-the 
underclass-not work? 

The key to the mystery is that their pov
erty is less an economic matter than a cul
tural one. In many cases, these "have-nots" 
lack the inner resources to seize their 
chance, and they pass on to their children a 
self-defeating set of values and attitudes, 
along with an impoverished intellectual and 
emotional development that generally im
prisons them in failure as well. 

Three, sometimes four generations have 
made the pathology that locks them in- lack 
of education, failure to work , welfare de
pendency, crime and drug abuse-drearily fa
miliar. But the underclass culture they live 
in is not wholly of their own invention. It is 
a dialect, so to speak, shaped more by the 
culture as a whole than by any independent, 
internal dynamic. 

That's why the prosperous are implicated 
in the poverty of the poor, even though they 
don't extract their BMWs from the hides of 
the underclass the way mine owners 
squeezed profits out of abused children in the 
Industrial Revolution. The "haves" are im
plicated because over the last 30 years they 
radically remade American culture, turning 
it inside out and upside down to accomplish 
a cultural revolution whose most mangled 
victims turned out to be the have-nots. 

This was the opposite of what was supposed 
to happen. For when the haves began their 
cultural revolution a generation ago, they 
acted in the name of two related liberations. 
Impelled by the fervor of the civil-rights 
movement, they sought the political and 
economic liberation of the poor and the 
black have-nots. Their honorable aim was to 
complete democracy's work, to make Amer
ican society more open. In addition, the 
haves sought personal liberation for them
selves. They yearned to free themselves from 
stifling conformity. That longing found ex
pression in the sexual revolution, which re
shaped family life, increasing divorce, ille
gitimacy and female-headed families on all 
levels of society, and in the '60s counter
culture, which rejected traditional bourgeois 
culture. 

Bourgeois culture's sexual mores-based on 
guilt, marriage and the belief that gratifi
cation should be deferred to achieve future 
goals-were seen as symptoms of its pathol
ogy. Its sobriety and decorum were mere 
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slavish conformity; its industriousness 
betokened a m a t erialistic value system; its 
family life was another arena of coercion and 
guilt. This culture went hand in hand with 
an inherently unjust capitalist economic 
order and a political order whose murderous
ness was plainly r evealed by the war in Viet
nam. 

The cultural revolution failed in devastat
ing ways. Instead of ending poverty for the 
have-nots, it fostered , in the underclass and 
the homeless, a new, intractable poverty 
that seems to belong more to the era of rag
ged chimney sweeps than to modern Amer
ica. Poverty turned pathological because the 
new culture that the haves invented per
mitted, even celebrated, behavior that, when 
poor people practice it, will imprison them 
in poverty. It 's hard to persuade ghetto 15-
year-olds not to get pregnant, for instance, 
when the entire culture, from rock music to 
perfume commercials to highbrow books, is 
intoxicated with the joy of what before AIDS 
was called " recreational" sex. 

Worse, during the '60s and '70s, the new 
culture of the haves, in its quest for personal 
liberation, withdrew respect from the behav
ior and attitudes that have traditionally 
boosted people up the economic ladder-de
ferral of gratification, sobriety, thrift , dog
ged industry and the whole catalogue of an
tique-sounding bourgeois virtues. 

Moreover, the new culture held the poor 
back by robbing them of responsibility for 
their fate, further squelching their initiative 
and energy. Instead of telling them to take 
advantage of opportunities that were rapidly 
opening, the new culture told the have-nots 
that they were victims of an unjust society 
and, if they were black, they were entitled to 
restitution. It told them that the traditional 
standards of the larger community often 
didn 't apply to them, that their wrongdoing 
might well be justified rebellion or the ex
pression of yet another legitimate "alter
native lifestyle." It told them that, if they 
were mentally ill , they were really just 
marching to a different drummer and should 
be free to march in the streets-which is 
where many of them ended up, homeless. 

DOROTHY JANE DA VIS RETIRES 

HON. RICHARD K. ARMEY 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 
Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I wish to draw 

the attention of this House to a distinguished 
and praiseworthy constituent of mine, Mrs. 
Dorothy Jane Davis, on the occasion of her 
retirement as president of the Texas School 
Food Service Association. 

For a dozen years now, Dorothy Davis has 
been known and loved in my district as the 
child nutrition director of the Lewisville Inde
pendent School District. This fine lady feeds 
the children at 28 schools, including 3 high 
schools, 6 middle schools, and 19 elementary 
schools, for a total of 16,000 meals a day. 
Dorothy composes every menu herself. And 
she oversees every aspect of the child nutri
tion office, from payroll to equipment pur
chases. 

Dorothy's career has been a long and fulfill
ing one. In the early 1970's she was cafeteria 
manager at Clark Hall on the North Texas 
State University campus in Denton, and in the 
latter part of that decade, she ran the dietary 
department at Lewisville Memorial Hospital. 
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Dorothy is a self-described chocolate addict, 

and she confesses to a taste for that vener
able Texas dish, chicken fried steak, which 
only goes to prove, Mr. Speaker, my longheld 
contention that moderation in all things-in
cluding eating right-is the essence of wise 
living. 

As she hands over the presidency of the 
Texas School Food Service Association to her 
successor, Dorothy Jane Davis has earned 
the well-deserve applause of her colleagues, 
students, and friends, and I ask the Members 
of this House to join me in wishing her contin
ued success and happiness. 

BRING SANITY AND REASON BACK 
TO MEDICAL RESEARCH FUNDING 

HON. ROBERT K. DORNAN 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 
Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, we need to 

bring sanity back to discussions of AIDS and 
other devastating diseases. As the attached 
article states, a recent Gallup Poll showed that 
the public is terribly misinformed about health 
threats. Astonishingly, the respondents to the 
poll, in a 20-to-1 margin, thought that AIDS 
was a greater threat than heart disease. In 
fact more people will die this month from heart 
disease than will die all year from AIDS. Yet, 
the U.S. Congress will spend twice as much 
money fighting the ninth leading cause of 
death [Al OS] as will be spent on the first car
diovascular disease. 

It is the job of us in the U.S. Congress to 
examine the competing claims of medical re
search advocates and determine how those 
claims compare to the truth. Since 85 percent 
of all AIDS cases are the result of anal inter
course and intravenous drug use, we have 
clear methods of preventing most AIDS cases. 
However, right now our medical research pri
orities are skewed. Remember: For every Ru
dolf Nureyev who dies from AIDS, there will 
be 16 Gilda Radners who are killed by cancer. 
Mr. Speaker, let's bring some reason back to 
the debate. Garage doors are more of a threat 
to 90 percent of America than is Al OS. 

[Condensed from American Journalism 
Review] 

THE REAL RISK OF AIDS 
(By Daniel Lynch) 

We journalists aren 't very good at convey
ing to our readers, viewers and listeners that 
we live in a world of relative risks, and we're 
not good at putting those risks in context. 
Inadvertently, we often transmit accurate 
facts but misleading impressions. 

Take as an example Earvin "Magic" John
son's revelation in November 1991 that he 
carries the human immunodeficiency virus 
(HIV), which precedes AIDS. Press coverage 
was intense. Many newspaper and television 
reports pointed out that AIDS-acquired im
mune deficiency syndrome-had killed more 
than 125,000 Americans since 1981. 

That number, as usual, was reported in a 
vacuum. Almost nobody pointed out that the 
annual death toll from AIDS has been low 
compared with annual deaths caused by car
diovascular disease, cancer, diabetes or even 
drunken drivers. 

Few people understand that. After more 
than a decade of some of the most intensive 
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reporting ever lavished on any human ail
ment, the public remains stunningly mis
informed about the relative risk of AIDS. 
The federal Centers for Disease Control 
(CDC) estimated that 196,000 Americans 
would die of AIDS from 1992 through 1994. 
During the same period, about 2.7 million 
Americans will be killed by cardiovascular 
disease , and another 1.5 million by cancer. 

Yet when a Gallup Poll asked, " What is 
the most urgent health problem facing this 
country?" respondents by an eight-to-one 
margin identified AIDS as a greater threat 
than cancer. More astonishing, they believed 
AIDS to be a greater threat than heart dis
ease by 20 to one . 

Why? Because that's the message they 've 
received from the news media. 

Misleading impressions in the media can 
have an enormous impact on public policy. 
The federal government spent about $2 bil
lion in fiscal 1992 to combat AIDS, roughly 
what is spent battling cancer. The $1.26 bil
lion it spent on AIDS research dwarfed the 
$763.6 million allotted for cardiovascular-dis
ease research, even though cardiovascular 
ailments kill more people each month than 
AIDS is projected to kill this year. 

Among the leading causes of death in 
America- including cancer and cardio
vascular disease- AIDS ranks ninth. Yet we 
spend more than twice as much to fight the 
No. 9 killer as we do to fight the No. 1 killer. 

This has happened in no small measure be
cause of a remarkably successful media cam
paign waged by AIDS activists. From the be
ginning, they understood that a large seg
ment of the public disapproves of the homo
sexual life-style, and that intravenous-drug 
users are held in even lower regard. But 
AIDS activists worked hard to persuade 
Americans that the disease was not confined 
to homosexuals, drug users or to people in 
other high-risk groups. 

Take, for example, advertisements featur
ing women discussing the need to carry 
condoms for fear of contracting the AIDS 
virus. These ads were designed to warn 
against unsafe sex. But they also had an
other purpose: to scare everybody by featur
ing women as typical potential AIDS vic
tims. It worked. The words safe sex fall free
ly from the lips of formerly swinging singles. 
Celebrities appear on television warning that 
AIDS doesn ' t discriminate against 
heterosexuals. " It can happen to anybody, 
even me," Magic Johnson says. 

Meanwhile, the press neglected other basic 
facts about AIDS, and this only compounded 
the damage. In the early 1980s, we in the 
media refrained from reporting what was at 
the time the primary means of spreading the 
disease : anal intercourse. As a result, many 
people whose life-styles put them at greatest 
peril continued high-risk activities for 
months, even years after those practices had 
been identified by health authorities as 
deadly. 

Many editors and reporters still fail to 
place AIDS stories in a larger context, espe
cially with articles involving percentages. 
According to the CDC, the number of AIDS 
cases attributable to heterosexual inter
course has almost tripled since 1989. But that 
percentage hides the raw numbers: fewer 
than 4200 of the Americans found to have 
AIDS last year contracted HIV that way. 

Male victims such as Magic Johnson, who 
say they became infected as a result of het
erosexual sex, represent but three percent of 
the total number of persons with AIDS. 
(Among both genders, it's seven percent.) 
Those infected solely through blood trans
fusions , including hemophiliacs, make up 
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only 2.3 percent of the AIDS population. 
Such infection is now considerably less like
ly with the safeguards put into place to pro
tect the blood supply. As for contracting HIV 
from your dentist, your automatic garage 
door poses greater danger. 

The reality, painful though it may be, is 
that AIDS in the United States remains 
overwhelmingly confined to gays and intra
venous-drug users, who account for 85 per
cent of all cases. That prompts the question: 
why is the medical establishment cooperat
ing with AIDS activists in trying to persuade 
the general population that we're all at sub
stantial risk from an epidemic that has been 
compared to the Black Plague? 

The answer is that medical researchers are 
lobbying for more money to develop vac
cines. The medical community understands 
that the public money and political commit
ment necessary to wipe out HIV would be 
hard to come by if the virus were perceived 
as anything other than a threat to every
body. 

None of this means society shouldn't put 
as much muscle as it can into finding a vac
cine that would relegate HIV to the history 
books. If many Americans are relatively safe 
from AIDS, that is hardly an argument for 
turning our backs. We owe it to our sense of 
human decency and dignity to fight it fero
ciously. "Safe sex" measures have their ob
vious validity against all levels of risk . 

But journalists have an obligation to ex
amine the competing claims of advocates, to 
assess the extent to which those claims con
flict with reality and then tell the truth as 
best as it can be determined. 

Magic Johnson's illness is a tragedy, but so 
was the death of Gilda Radner. When talking 
about death rates, it helps to remember that 
for every AIDS victim, there are 16 Gilda 
Radners who die of cancer. For every AIDS 
victim, there is more than one James Dean 
who dies in a car wreck, more than two Jim 
Hensons who die of pneumonia, or an Ernest 
Hemingway who commits suicide. And for 
every AIDS victim, there are more than 28 
Elvis Presleys who die of cardiovascular dis
ease. 

Unless you are a member of one of the 
high-risk groups, there is no reason to be un
duly fearful when the chances of contracting 
AIDS are remote. And there is no reason for 
Americans to be as misinformed as they are 
about the relative risk of AIDS. 

BOSNIAN CRISIS GIVES RISE TO 
THE DAWKS 

HON. DOUG BEREUTER 
OF NEBRASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 
Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, the question 

of how best to respond to the tragedy in 
Bosnia has caused many Americans to rethink 
their attitudes toward the use of force. Many of 
the individuals who, in the past, have been 
adamantly opposed to any use of force are 
now among the most eager to involve United 
States ground troops against Serbia and the 
Bosnian Serbs. An editorial in the May 5 edi
tion of the Omaha World-Herald explores this 
phenomena. This Member commends it to his 
colleagues. 
NO COLD WAR TO PECK APART; DOVES CHANGE 

INTO DAWKS 

They are among the more interesting crea
tures to emerge in 1993. Now they have a 
name. Dawks. 
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As defined by Karen Elliott House on the 

editorial page of The Wall Street Journal, 
dawks are "deeply committed doves on every 
recent foreign intervention from Grenada to 
the Persian Gulf who suddenly have assumed 
the plumage and cry of Balkan hawks. " 

They hated America's arms buildup in the 
Cold War. its efforts to combat the spread of . 
Marxism in Latin America, its decision to 
liberate Kuwait and prevent Saddam Hussein 
from seizing control of the world 's petroleum 
lifeline. They have demanded deep, disabling 
cuts in U.S. defenses. They think of Vietnam 
as a national disgrace. 

Then came the war in Bosnia. For the 
dawks, it changed everything. The perverted 
Serbian policy of ethnic cleansing has be
come, to them, the Holocaust of the 1990s. A 
moral nation like the United States, they 
contend, must do whatever it can, even in
tervene with an armed force, to end the 
atrocities. 

Dawks are to be found among President 
Clinton's staff and in the State Department. 
They include liberals in Congress and a num
ber of writers and commentators-people 
like New York Times columnist Anthony 
Lewis-who have been flogging America for 
years with the allegation that its interven
tionist foreign policy was arrogant and impe
rialistic. 

A Philadelphia Inquirer reporter compiled 
a partial list. The names included William 
Sloan Coffin, the former Yale chaplain who 
served two years in prison for helping men 
avoid the Vietnam draft. 

Also William Kunstler, the radical lawyer 
and defender of anti-war activists, and 
George McGovern, who ran for president on a 
pacifist platform. 

Dawks come from the ranks of people who 
have long claimed the moral high ground. 
They dealt in absolutes. Peace was always 
good. American military power was never to 
be trusted. Other countries should be left 
alone to settle their own disagreements, 
even disagreements pitting a freedom-loving 
populace against revolutionary cadres armed 
by Moscow. 

Now, it turns out, the absolutes are being 
questioned. Military intervention isn ' t in
trinsically bad in the eyes of the Coffins, 
Kunstlers and McGoverns. Pursuing a policy 
with force of arms isn't an unmitigated evil 
after all, the dawks have discovered. Non
involvement, they are saying, is indefensible 
when the cause is just. 

Some people, in other words, are dancing 
with all their might to avoid tripping over 
their self-created contradictions. 

RECOGNITION OF JASON 
McCARTHY 

HON. GEORGEJ. HOCHBRUECKNER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to rise today to recognize Jason 
McCarthy of Lake Ronkonkoma, NY, for re
ceiving a National Leadership Grant Competi
tion scholarship from the Sons of Italy Foun
dation. 

Each year through the Sons of Italy Founda
tion, the Order Sons of Italy in America [OSIA] 
awards numerous scholarships of between 
$2,000 and $5,000 in its annual National 
Leadership Grant Competition. These grants 
are awarded to students who have dem-



9358 
onstrated exceptional leadership qualities and 
achieved a distinguished level of scholarship. 

Jason McCarthy, a senior at Centereach 
High School on Long Island, is the valedic
torian of his class. He is active in a variety of 
school activities including the Yearbook staff, 
the Science Club, the math team, and he was 
captain of the fencing team. Jason was also 
director of the Interact Club and served as a 
rape prevention seminar instructor. Jason 
plans to attend the Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology and become an electrical engi
neer. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my great pleasure to con
gratulate Jason McCarthy on his many accom
plishments. I wish him well in all of his future 
endeavors. 

IN HONOR OF WMAQ-TV 
WEATHERCASTER JIM TILMON'S 
25 YEARS OF SERVICE AS A CHI
CAGO JOURNALIST 

HON. BOBBY L RUSH 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, I rise this afternoon 
to pay tribute to a great Chicago broadcaster 
and, I'm proud to say, friend of mine, Jim 
Tilmon. April 1993 marked Jim's 25th year of 
service as a journalist and broadcaster in the 
Chicago community, and what a career it has 
been. 

As WMAQ-TV, channel 5's science and 
aviation specialist, Jim is perhaps the only 
weathercaster in the Nation who is also a 
commercial airline pilot who flies as a captain 
on 727 Astrojets for American Airlines. 

His career has been marked both by out
standing journalism, including an investigative 
series in 1989 that uncovered serious airport 
security flaws at Chicago's O'Hare and Mid
way airports, and dedicated service to the Chi
cago community. 

It gives me great pleasure to be able to ac
knowledge on the public record of this es
teemed body the talent, commitment, and 
dedication to outstanding broadcasting that is 
exhibited by this fine American, Jim Tilmon. 

ENERGY TAX 

HON. RON PACKARD 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, the energy tax 
proposed by the Clinton administration would 
cost a typical family of four $500 a year. This 
tax would hit the wallet of an average family 
in California extremely hard. California's aver
age annual energy tax rate is already twice 
the amount of most States. In fact, California 
already pays 50 percent more than Vermont 
does, the least affected State. According to 
the U.S. Department of Energy, California 
consumed about 6,987.6 trillion Btu's in 1990. 
California residents and businesses would be 
handed a bill of $2,847 million in additional en
ergy taxes if the Btu tax is implemented. 
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This tax would have a devastating effect on 
a State budget that is already struck by budg
etary shortfalls in a time of economic crisis. 
California has already become the economic 
dumping ground for President Clinton's excess 
taxes. The Btu tax would push California's 
economy down further. Its economic ramifica
tions are devastating. It would hinder the pos
sibility of economic growth for California, lower 
their GSP and cost California workers their 
jobs. California industries and workers would 
inevitably become less competitive in world 
markets and this would undermine the eco
nomic performance of the United States. The 
implications of this tax by President Clinton 
are understated. The sobering truth is that ev
eryone is dependent on energy, so this tax will 
hit all Americans hard. 

Not only will this tax target households, it 
will also hit California's transportation sector. 
California's transportation sector would carry 
40 percent of California's energy tax revenue 
in 1996. The Btu tax on oil would be more 
than twice the tax on other fuels, placing a 
heavy burden on the transportation sector and 
the middle-class driving population. The aver
age family of four would witness gasoline 
prices rise 15 cents per gallon according to 
American Petroleum Industry. In addition, ev
erything manufactured in this country that 
uses energy will realize an increase in price. 
This, of course, would be passed along to the 
consumer. 

When will President Clinton realize that in
creased taxes do not equal a balanced budg
et. Reduced spending is the only way to solve 
our Federal deficit. History has demonstrated 
to us that increased spending and taxes will 
only increase the deficit. 

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION 
TO OVERRULE THE SUPREME 
COURT'S ADAMS FRUIT DECISION 

HON. WIWAM F. GOODLING 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I am proud to 
be a cosponsor of legislation introduced today 
by . my colleague from California, Mr. FAZIO, 
which would overrule the Supreme Court's 
1990 decision in Adams Fruit. In that decision, 
the Court held that injured farmworkers may 
bring a private cause of action under the Mi
grant and Seasonal Agricultural Worker Pro
tection Act [MSPA], even though those work
ers had already recovered workers' com
pensation benefits for those same injuries. 

The implications of the Adams Fruit decision 
are quite troubling as the decision undermines 
the general principle of the exclusivity of work
ers' compensation, both in the MSPA context 
and beyond. The workers' compensation sys
tem was designed as a quid pro quo system 
in which employees forgo the right to a tort 
remedy in exchange for readily accessible re
lief without questions of liability or contributory 
negligence. The Adams Fruit decision under
cuts the bargain that both employers and em
ployees made in participating in the workers' 
compensation system. By allowing private 
causes of action under MSPA, the decision 
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opens employers up to costly litigation and 
openended liability for workplace injuries they 
thought they were insuring themselves against 
through their payments into the workers' com
pensation system. 

Farmworkers will also suffer under the 
Adams Fruit decision as it removes any incen
tive for agricultural employers to provide work
ers' compensation coverage for them. In the 
majority of States, coverage of farmworkers 
remains optional and the decision provides 
employers little reason to exercise that option. 
The uncertainty of a private cause of action is 
no substitute for the accessibility and sure re
lief of workers' compensation. 

The passage of MSPA in 1982 was made 
possible because it was supported by a bipar
tisan coalition of agricultural employers, orga
nized labor, and farmworker representatives. 
That coalition would hardly have held together 
had it been intended that MSPA would provide 
a private cause of action for workplace injuries 
that would supplement any recovery under the 
workers' compensation system. 

The legislation that will be introduced today 
overrules the Adams Fruit decision and pro
vides that a farmworker cannot bring a private 
cause of action under MSPA for actual dam
ages for a workplace injury, but would be lim
ited to the remedies available under the State 
workers' compensation scheme. However, a 
worker would still be entitled to bring an action 
for statutory damages or an injunction based 
on a MSPA violation. This bill is consistent 
with the provision in Public Law 102-392, fis
cal year 1993 Legislative Branch appropria
tions, which suspended the Adams Fruit deci
sion for 9 months. The effective date of the bill 
would be October 6, 1992, the date of enact
ment of Public Law 102-392. 

By reversing the Adams Fruit decision and 
recognizing the importance of the exclusivity 
of workers' compensation, this legislation re-

. turns to the original congressional intent in en
acting the MSPA remedial scheme. This legis
lation is good for farmworkers and for agricul
tural employers. I urge you to support it. 

IN HONOR OF THE RETIREMENT 
OF REAR ADM. PAUL L. 
KRINSKY, USMS, AS SUPER
INTENDENT OF THE U.S. MER
CHANT MARINE ACADEMY 

HON. GARY L ACKERMAN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to pay honor to a great leader and dedicated 
citizen of the United States, Rear Adm. Paul 
L. Krinsky, upon his retirement as Super
intendent of the U.S. Merchant Marine Acad
emy. The Academy operated by the Maritime 
Administration of the U.S. Department of 
Transportation is one of our Nation's prime 
source of licensed merchant marine officers 
and the largest single source of Naval Re
serve officers. 

Admiral Krinsky is the seventh such officer 
to head this great institution since its dedica
tion in 1943. Himself a graduate of the Acad
emy in 1950, with high honors, the admiral 
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started a most extensive career of service as 
deck officer aboard the passenger vessels 
S.S. America and S.S. United States. Five 
years later, he went on active duty as a navi
gator aboard the U.S.S. Everglades and as a 
naval science instructor at the New York State 
Maritime College. In 1958, the admiral joined 
the faculty of the Academy, teaching a wide 
range of courses. He quickly advanced in rank 
and in 1963 became director of admissions for 
the USMMA. In 1985, he became deputy su
perintendent of the academy and rose to rank 
of superintendent in 1987. 

Admiral Krinsky's many achievements have 
been recognized by his colleagues and the 
great institution he now heads. He is the recip
ient of the Maritime Administration's Superior 
Accomplishment Award for his participation in 
the NS Savannah nuclear project. In addition, 
in recognition of his extensive leadership abil
ity, he was awarded the U.S. Department of 
Commerce's Silver Medal Award for Meritori
ous Service. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask all my colleagues in the 
House of Representatives to join with me and 
the rest of our Nation in paying tribute to Rear 
Adm. Paul L. Krinsky, for his dedicated service 
to our country and to our merchant marine, 
and to join me also in extending our best 
wishes for his continued success in ~II his fu
ture endeavors. 

TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT OF JOB 
CORPS 50-50 FUNDING 

HON. TOM I.ANTOS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday , May 5, 1993 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I testified before 
the House Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Labor, Health and Human Services, and Edu
cation today in support of the Job Corps 50-
50 plan. The Job Corps 50-50 plan is a long
term initiative to maintain and strengthen cur
rent Job Corps services and to open 50 new 
centers to serve 50 percent more youths in 
the next decade. Support for the 50-50 plan 
among State and local officials across the Na
tion and in California is strong. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that my testimony be 
placed in today's RECORD and I urge my col
leagues to support full funding of Job Corps 
50-50. 
TESTIMONY BEFORE THE HOUSE APPROPRIA

TIONS SUBCOMMITTEE ON LABOR, HEALTH 
AND HUMAN SERVICES 

Mr. Chairman, thank you very much for 
permitting me to take a few moments to 
voice my strong support for President Clin
ton 's FY 1994 budget request for the Job 
Corps 50--50 plan. As you know, this program 
trains and educates poor and disadvantaged 
youths. At the same time, Job Corps works 
to reduce our federal budget deficit by re
turning $1.46 for every dollar invested. Job 
Corps is ·a good investment in our young peo
ple. I urge you to fully fund the Job Corps 50--
50 plan. 

For nearly three decades, Job Corps has 
had a successful track record of educating 
and training our nation's disadvantaged 
youth. The Job Corps launches skilled youth 
into the labor force , thus building our econ
omy. Job Corps graduates get jobs, join the 
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military, or go back to school and higher 
education. Thanks to this subcommittee 's 
strong support over the years, thousands of 
youth across our nation have been educated, 
trained, and placed into the mainstream of 
society through the Job Corps program. 

Mr. Chairman, over the past decade I have 
seen a rapid increase in the number of at
risk youth desperately in need of education 
and job training in San Francisco, on the Pe
ninsula and in the Bay Area. Although Job 
Corps does a tremendous job of serving Cali
fornia 's poorest youth, literally thousands of 
young people remain on the sidelines and are 
unable to enroll in Job Corps because there 
are not enough training slots. We des
perately need more Job Corps centers in 
California, particularly in the San Francisco 
Bay Area. 

The Job Corps 50--50 plan as proposed by 
President Clinton and adopted by the House 
and the Senate Budget Committees would in
clude opening 50 new centers, plus expanding 
existing centers in order to increase the en
rollment of disadvantaged youth in Job 
Corps in the next decade by 50 percent. As 
you know, the FY 1994 Job Corps program 
operations budget proposed by the Adminis
tration will enable Job Corps to maintain 
current operations levels. The Administra
tion has also recommended $133 million for 
new centers. I support these requests. 

Mr. Chairman and distinguished members 
of the Subcommittee, I urge you to support 
the President's FY 1994 Job Corps budget re
quest of $1.15 billion. A modest increase in 
funding will allow for the program's much
needed expansion to communities in need 
like the San Francisco Bay Area. Thank you 
for your past support for Job Corps and for 
your consideration of future Job Corps fund
ing. 

IN TRIBUTE TO ST. CYRIL AND ST. 
METHODIUS PARISH 

HON. WIWAM J. COYNE 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. COYNE. Mr. Speaker, I want to pay trib
ute today to St. Cyril and St. Methodius Parish 
in McKees Rocks, PA. 

On May 29, 1993, the Parish of St. Cyril 
and St. Methodius will cease to exist as a re
sult of a parish reorganization and revitaliza
tion plan being managed by the Catholic Dio
cese of Pittsburgh. While this parish will no 
longer be open to the faithful in McKees 
Rocks, St. Cyril and St. Methodius Church will 
not be forgotten by its parishioners nor by the 
surrounding community. 

The Roman Catholic Church of St. Cyril and 
St. Methodius in McKees Rocks has a proud 
history dating back to March 8, 1910, when 
the parish was organized by a group of Polish 
immigrants. These men and women came to 
the Pittsburgh area and settled in McKees 
Rocks to pursue a better life in America while 
still honoring their ethnic and cultural customs 
and beliefs. 

On April 1, 1910, Rev. John Robaczewski 
was appointed the first pastor and celebrated 
the first Mass of St. Cyril and St. Methodius 
Parish at the Lithuanian Hall on Locust Street, 
McKees Rocks. The Lithuanian Hall served as 
the parish meeting site until the present 
church, located on Cutler Street, was com-
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pleted and dedicated on November 23, 1913. 
Over the life of this parish, four successive 
Polish-American priests have ministered to the 
needs of this parish and have helped parish
ioners maintain the traditions and customs as
sociated with the active Polish-American com
munity in McKees Rocks. 

St. Cyril and St. Methodius Church and its 
members have played an active role in the life 
of McKees Rocks. Parishioners have served 
with distinction as members and officers of the 
McKees Rocks Borough Council, the Stowe 
Township Commission, boards of public and 
parochial education, civil defense director, 
public school superintendent, local election 
boards, Selective Service Boards, and local, 
county, State and national officers of major 
veterans organizations. 

The members of St. Cyril and St. Methodius 
have also sacrificed much in the defense of 
their country. This church was the religious 
home to 345 young parishioners who served 
in World War II, including 12 who gave their 
lives in the defense of democracy. Parishion
ers from St. Cyril and St. Methodius have 
served in every major conflict of the past half 
century, including Korea, Vietnam, and most 
recently Operation Desert Storm. In addition, a 
select number of parishioners have received 
appointments and have earned their commis
sions from the U.S. Air Force Academy and 
the U.S. Naval Academy. 

Throughout McKees Rocks and the sur
rounding communities of Allegheny County, 
parishioners from St. Cyril and St. Methodius 
serve in a varied number of professions, in
cluding law, medicine, education, and busi
ness administration. Parishioners are also ac
tive in the arts and play an active role in the 
cultural life of their community. 

Finally, the parishioners of St. Cyril and St. 
Methodious have shared with their community 
the gift of their labor, following the injunction of 
the church to minister to those who are in 
need. Parishioners play an active role in com
munity volunteer efforts to care for the sick, 
the poor, and the needy both during the holi
day season and throughout the year. Parish
ioners also play a central role in the celebra
tion of community events such as Memorial 
and Veterans Day parades, voter registration 
drives and programs for senior citizens. 

Mr. Speaker, the parishioners of St. Cyril 
and St. Methodius have every right to be 
proud of their parish. The are also justified in 
viewing with sadness the closing of this par
ish. Still, while St. Cyril and St. Methodius 
Church will soon cease its service to the peo
ple of McKees Rocks, I am confident that the 
memory of this parish will always remain 
strong among its faithful parishioners and the 
community of McKees Rocks. 

THE EIGHTH ANNUAL SALUTE TO 
PASSAIC SEMIPRO BASEBALL 
REUNION DINNER 

HON. HERB KLEIN 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to pay 
tribute to four outstanding citizens of northern 
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New Jersey, who will be honored on May 7, 
1993, for their contributions to semipro base
ball. These four baseball legends of Passaic 
County are Frank Santora, Joe Kopec, John 
Glogiewicz, and Joe Job. Each of these gifted 
individuals have dedicated their time and their 
talent to a game that brings pleasure to all 
Americans. The eighth annual salute to Pas
saic semipro baseball reunion dinner will be 
held at the Athenia Veterans Hall in Clifton, in 
the Eighth Congressional District of New Jer
sey. 

There are few places in this country where 
one can still hear the "Star Spangled Banner," 
yet in every baseball stadium, thousands of 
people rise up to proudly sing our national an
them and salute our flag. Not only is baseball 
a patriotic experience, but one in which young 
and old can come together to celebrate this 
national pastime that's as American as apple 
pie. It gives me great pleasure to honor these 
men with such extraordinary abilities and 
achievements who have helped to promote a 
great tradition throughout my district. 

Frank Santora competed in many local 
semipro teams and he went on to play 
professionallly for the New York Yankee's 
minor league. Frank Santora had the honor of 
playing with one of baseball's all-time greats, 
Micky Mantle, in a Western Assocation all star 
game. To further honor Mr. Santora's accom
plishments, he was elected to the Bergen 
County Baseball Hall of Fame in 1977 and the 
National Italian-American Sports Hall of Fame 
in 1990. 

Joe Kopec played for several teams in the 
Passaic area, including the Garfield Indians, 
the Maple Leafs, and the Passaic Cubs. Joe 
Kopec shared his love of baseball and his tal
ents so that the younger generations of our 
area could learn to enjoy the game; he 
coached Little League in Passaic for 5 years 
and in the Babe Ruth League for 2 years. Joe 
Kopec is recognized as one of the outstanding 
center fielders of his time. 

John Glogiewicz demonstrated his ability as 
a star shortstop for the Paterson Chevy Red 
Sox, the Garfield Jewels, and the Garfield 
Beningnos. John was also a member of the 
tricounty championship team, the Passaic 
Comets, for three years. John Glogiewicz was 
elected to the Bergen County Baseball Hall of 
Fame in 1977 to honor his magnificent base
ball career. 

Mr. Joe Job was an asset to the semipro 
baseball league in New Jersey. Joe was con
sidered to be one of the best baseball players 
in all of New Jersey, and was recognized as 
the "Sultan of Swat." Mr. Job was also elected 
to the Bergen County Hall of Fame for his ac
tive participation and motivation with baseball. 

Mr. Speaker, these legends of semi
professional baseball brought respect and ex
citement to the game. These men were the 
heroes of their own towns and brought a 
sense of pride to their communities. I would 
like to thank Frank Santora, Joe Kopec, John 
Glogiewicz, and Joe Job for bringing a special 
meaning to athletics in our community, and I 
would like to congratulate each of them for 
their outstanding achievements. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

INTRODUCTION OF THE NATIONAL 
PRESIDENTIAL DEBATE BILL OF 
1993 

HON. EDWARD J. MARKEY 
OF MASSACHUSE'ITS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
introduce the National Presidential debate bill 
of 1993, legislation that will soon be intro
duced in the Senate by Senator BOB GRAHAM 
of Florida. 

As the chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Telecommunications and Finance I am 
amazed everyday by the breathtaking pace of 
change in the communications world. 

Ten years ago, if I said to someone, "Ex
cuse, may I borrow your cellular phone. My 
pager just beeped and I need to fax some
thing to the West Coast," you would think I 
was a visitor from a distant planet. But today, 
the swift progress in communications has 
made such a statement quite commonplace. 

Advancements in this industry are quickly 
transforming the way we work, the way we 
learn, the way we entertain, and, increasingly, 
the way we conduct elections. And nowhere is 
the change more profound than in the world of 
television. A decade or so ago, the three 
major networks controlled more than 90 per
cent of the television market. Today, the ma
jority of Americans can turn on their TV and 
get more than 50 channels. Right now, in 
Queens, New York, Time-Warner is experi
menting with a 200-channel system. And in 
Orlando, FL they are about to introduce 600 
channels. 

Who would have predicted, even in 1988, 
that Larry King, Phil Donahue, and Tabitha 
Soren of MTV would wield nearly as much in
fluence in 1992 Presidential politics as Peter 
Jennings, Dan Rather, and Tom Brokaw? 

Today, a voter can design his or her own 
campaign. The recipe might include a little 
MTV, perhaps a talk show or two, some CNN, 
and, maybe, a dash of network news. Voters 
wield their clickers ruthlessly, simply zapping 
coverage that fails to provide them with the in
formation they need to make their decisions. 
And last year, voters used this power to force 
dramatic changes in Presidential politics. They 
demanded more direct access to the can
didates themselves, without the filtering of re
porters, pundits, and advertising gurus; can
didates who were willing to listen and to an
swer voter questions directly; and real an
swers from the candidates, not just 30-second 
commercials or 10-second soundbites. 

The voters demanded and, I believe, re
ceived substantive answers to tough ques
tions, thanks in no small part to the three 
Presidential and one Vice-Presidential debates 
held in October. 

Today I am introducing the National Presi
dential debates bill of 1993, legislation which 
will force all major and minor party candidates 
for President who take Federal general elec
tion funds to appear in at least three debates. 

The Presidential debates are an essential 
yet endangered part of our national political 
tradition. They embody much of the new, post-
1992 ethos: They provide voters with an 
unfiltered view of the candidates and they 
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force the candidates to answer tough ques
tions directly, with detailed responses and 
without the benefit of spinmasters and consult
ants massaging every impression. 

But the debates also provide us with an ele
ment of the old mass media era that is per
haps worth preserving-the shared national 
event. 

According to the Debates Commission, 97 
million Americans watched last year's final de
bate, one of the highest rated programs of the 
year. Like the Super Bowl, the World Series, 
and other big television events, the debates 
give Americans a sense of shared experience. 
We watch the debates in our living rooms and 
compare notes with family and friends. The 
next day, we assess the candidates and their 
views at the water cooler and in the cafeteria 
at work. 

After months of wondering where's the beef, 
the debates give voters real answers to tough 
questions. And they build a sense of enthu
siasm and anticipation about the election, 
drawing people to the polls. The interest in 
last year's debates undoubtedly helped gen
erate the increased turnout we saw at the 
polls this year. 

Many of us in this Chamber remember the 
first televised debate in 1960, and its electrify
ing effect on the campaign. John Kennedy's 
performance not only changed the course of 
the election but ultimately the course of Amer
ican politics. 

Unfortunately, as you know, it has not been 
smooth sailing since. There were no debates 
between 1964 and 1972 and each year since 
1980 the debates have been threatened by 
campaign posturing. This past year, the Bush 
campaign spent weeks avoiding the debates 
only to embrace them late in the campaign 
when they felt the debates were their last, 
best hope to win. 

Senator BOB GRAHAM and I have a solution 
to this quadrennial wrangle. Our bill requires 
campaigns which take public funds to engage 
in four Presidential debates and one Vice
Presidential debate. Last year, voters paid out 
$11 O million in general election funds. It 
seems to me, five debates is the least the 
candidates can do in return. 

Our bill was included in the campaign fi
nance bill passed last year by both the House 
and the Senate but then vetoed by President 
Bush. With a new President in office who is 
ready to submit a campaign finance reform bill 
maybe as early as this week, I believe we 
have a real chance to make the debate bill, 
originally filed in 1989, a reality in 1993. 

Passage of this bill will benefit everyone, 
from the political parties to the press to the 
candidates of the future. Most of all, it will 
benefit the voters who, by their growing inter
est, show that they want these debates. 

H .R.-
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "National 
Presidential Debates Act of 1993" . 
SEC. 2. DEBATES BY GENERAL ELECTION CAN

DIDATES WHO RECEIVE AMOUNTS 
FROM THE PRESIDENTIAL ELEC
TION CAMPAIGN FUND. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Chapter 95 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 (26 U.S.C. 9001 et seq.) 
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is amended by inserting after section 9003 
the following new section: 
"SEC. 9003A. PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION DEBATES. 

" (a) IN GENERAL.- In addition to the re
quirements specified in section 9003, in order 
to be eligible to receive any payments under 
section 9006, the candidates of a major or 
minor political party for the offices of Presi
dent and Vice President shall agree in writ
ing-

" (l) that the candidate for the office of 
President will participate in at least 3 de
bates, sponsored by a nonpartisan organiza
tion, with all other candidates for that office 
who are eligible under such section 9006; and 

" (2) that the major or minor party can
didate for the office of Vice President will 
participate in at least 1 debate, sponsored by 
a nonpartisan or bipartisan organization, 
with all other candidates for that office who 
are eligible under such section 9006. 

"(b) INELIGIBILITY.-If the Commission de
termines that a major or minor party can
didate failed to j;larticipate in a debate under 
subsection (a) a·nd was responsible at least in 
part for such failure, the candidates of the 
party involved shall-

" (1) be ineligible to receive payments 
under section 9006; and 

' '(2) pay to the Secretary of the Treasury 
an amount equal to the amount of the pay
ments made to such candidates under such 
section." . 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of 
sections for chapter 95 of the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1986 is amended by inserting 
after the item relating to section 9003 the 
following new i tern: 
"Sec. 9003A. Presidential election debates. ". 
SEC. 3. TECHNICAL AMENDMENT. 

Section 9007(b)(5) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 (26 U.S.C. 9007(b)(5)) is amended 
by inserting "or section 9003A(b)" after "this 
subsection" each place it appears. 

TRIBUTE TO JULIA CARSON 

HON. ANDREW JACO~, JR. 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 5, 1993 

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, as this March 
22, 1993, article from the Indianapolis Star re
ports, government spending can be cut and 
taxes lowered if the person working on it is 
smart enough. 

The Indianapolis Center Township Trustee, 
Julia Carson, aka Julia the genius, is smart 
enough. Ms. Carson is a former staff member 
of the Indianapolis congressional office. 

My mother says that if you can hire some
one who is smarter than you are, you are 
smarter than she is. And my mother is always 
right. Well, almost always. 

[From the Indianapolis Star, Mar. 22, 1993) 
FISCAL HORROR WAS CENTER OF TRUSTEE 

WOES-CARSON CUT RELIEF ROLLS, MIL
LIONS OFF THE BUDGET 

(By R. Joseph Gelarden) 
In January 1991, the newly elected Center 

Township trustee, Julia Carson, inherited a 
financial disaster right out of the Twilight 
Zone. 

If the trustee's office was a private busi
ness, it would have been in bankruptcy 
court. As the boss, Carson would have spent 
most of her time ducking creditors and the 
rest of her day scratching and kicking just 
to keep the lights turned on. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
It was a complicated problem with a sim

ple cause: The former trustee ran an office 
that spent a lot more money than it took in. 

But Carson waded in with solutions. 
In just two years, she slashed $9.3 million 

off the relief budget for the poor and 
trimmed almost 85,000 people from the town
ship welfare rolls. As a result, property taxes 
are headed down. 

In fact , she cut 30 cents off the township 
property tax rate this year and pledges to 
slice it about 55 cents more next year. 

Indianapolis Mayor Stephen Goldsmith 
says Center Township was one of the few tax 
districts in Marion County where the 1993 
rate went down. 

He is right. Of the 63 Marion County taxing 
districts, only three-Center, Lawrence and 
Wayne townships-had property tax rates re
duced for 1993. And none as far as Center. 

Indiana law makes the township trustee 
responsible for the poor. Among other duties , 
the trustee provides emergency help to the 
needy for rent, food, clothing and home heat
ing costs. People earning 55 percent of the 
federal poverty guidelines can be eligible for 
trustee assistance that may include help in 
paying for rent, utilities, food, household 
supplies and clothing. 

During William R. Smith Sr.'s final year as 
trustee, the township spent $13.7 million to 
provide assistance to 141,610 needy clients, 
according to 1990 trustee records. The same 
records show he denied assistance of 43,628 
people. 

The 1990 U.S. census figures show that 
171,000 people live in Center Township. 

When that population total is matched 
with records compiled under Smith's leader
ship, it appears there were about 14,000 more 
people requesting aid than people who lived 
in Center Township. 

These numbers still are puzzling. 
In Smith's defense, it could be said that 

parts of the floodgates were opened by court 
rulings knocking out township residency re
quirements and forcing the trustee to in
crease rent payments to clients. 

Smith, now the principal of an Indianap
olis Public Schools junior high, declined to 
comment for this story. 

PROBLEMS FROM THE ONSET 
Before Carson cold roll up her sleeves, she 

had to ask for $12 billion in bonds to cover 
the previous trustee's leftover bills. Then she 
had to borrow an additional $9 million to 
keep the doors open. In addition, she had to 
issue more bonds after a federal judge or
dered payment of $750,000 in back wages to a 
group of workers ruled to have been improp
erly fired by Smith for political reasons. 

The bond issues, totaling almost $22 mil
lion, kicked the Center Township poor-relief 
property tax rate through the ceiling. The 
township rate skyrocketed from 36 cents 
(1990) to $1.16 (1992) per $100 of assessed valu
ation. 

That means that for a Center Township 
home with an assessed valuation of $20,000, 
the property tax bill jumped from $72 to $232 
for poor relief alone. 

Marion County Auditor John R. von Arx 
said the township fiscal mess nearly drowned 
the city and the county in the sea of red ink. 

" We were on the brink of having to declare 
Center Township a distressed township. This 
action would have triggered a host of ac
tions, including diverting other agencies' 
share of the proceeds from the County Op
tion Income Tax money to pay off the Center 
Township bills," he said. 

" Most importantly, that declaration would 
have driven the city-county bond rating 
down and caused major problems for officials 
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putting together the funding for the United 
Airlines maintenance facility and the Circle 
Centre mall," he said. 

LIGHT AT THE END OF THE TUNNEL 
After two full years in office, Carson can 

finally see the light at the end of the tunnel, 
she proudly said. 

Von Arx said he 's proud to have provided 
some planning assistance, but he admitted it 
is Carson who did the work and deserves the 
lion's share of the credit. 

" Julia Carson wrestled that monster to the 
ground," he said. 

This year's tax rate is 90 cents per $100 of 
assessed valuation, dropping the poor-relief 
bill for the owner of a Center Township home 
assessed at $20,000 from $232 to $180. 

Andy Jackson, Carson's chief financial of
ficer, projects next year's rate will drop to 34 
cents. That would be 2 cents less than the '90 
rate. If he is right , the owner of the $20,000 
home would pay $68 for poor relief. 

FORMULA FOR SUCCESS 
How did Carson do it? How did this 54-year

old former state senator control the office 
that had a fiscal record resembling a run
away train? 

Carson's explanation is a four-letter word: 
work. 

The program is called workfare. Under it, 
prospective relief clients are required to earn 
trustee assistance at the rate of $6 per hour, 
working for city agencies or nonprofit 
groups. 

" We send people all over the place-State 
Fairgrounds, United Northwest Neighbor
hood Association, Flanner House, the Indian
apolis Zoo," Carson said. 

She said workfare has been good for cli
ents. It motivates them to get off assistance. 

" Somehow, after being required to work, a 
lot of those people found gainful employ
ment, " she added. 

Her aides go a little further. They point to 
a tightening of regulations, combined with 
the use of other relief programs, as another 
reason the rolls have been slashed. 

VOUCHERS INSTEAD OF CASH 
Carson explained that the office does not 

pay cash for workfare hours. Instead, the cli
ent is given a voucher for rent, food or other 
services. 

"The client gets no tangible resources 
from the work. When they work off relief at 
$6 per hour, and you still have your pockets 
empty, most folks would prefer to go out and 
get a job. And get some liquid assets. 

" And a lot of people told us that," Carson 
said. 

Lacy Johnson, a lawyer in the trustee's of
fice, said that although state law permits a 
trustee to adopt a workfare program, Carson 
came into office and found none. 

"In 1991 , our workfare workers put in 42,000 
hours, and in '92 it was 67,578," he said. 

Carson aides began to require that appli
cants for trustee relief sign up for other pub
lic assistance programs such as Aid to Fami
lies with Dependent Children, food stamps 
and Social Security disability, and for help 
with their utility bills through Project 
SAFE. 

People granted Center Township assistance 
while they wait for federal officials to proc
ess their Social Security disability pay
ments-a process that can take a year to 18 
months-are required to repay the township 
for the aid when they finally get a lump-sum 
payment. 

Ironically, the repayment is mandated by a 
state law that Carson opposed when she was 
a state senator. She collects repayment be
cause of the law, but still disagrees with the 
concept. 
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"When we came in office, we found a lot of 

people were abusing the system," said Jack
son, the fiscal expert Carson hired from the 
State Board of Accounts. " For example, a lot 
of young people graduated from high school 
and immediately applied for trustee rent aid 
because they wanted to move out of their 
home and into an apartment. 

"When we required the teenagers to live in 
a shelter like the Salvation Army, and not in 
an apartment, a lot of them moved back in 
with their parents. 

Also, the word was out on the street in 
Chicago and Detroit and in the other town
ships: 'Come to Downtown Indianapolis and 
(get relief assistance). They don ' t ask ques
tions,' " Jackson added. 

CUTBACKS INCLUDE CRITICISM 

The flip side of the Carson cutbacks is that 
some social workers say there are people 
who need and qualify for aid who aren ' t get
ting it. 

Social workers, who asked not to be identi
fied for fear that their clients would face re
taliation because workers complained to The 
Star, said some of Carson's aides have been 
too tough on potential relief clients. 

Those social workers said clients have 
complained of red tape and of having to re
turn several times to the trustee's office to 
provide additional documentation to back up 
claims. Many clients have told social work
ers they left the trustee's office in tears 
after improper treatment. 

"They need to train their case-workers or 
hire some who have more training in dealing 
with clients," a social worker said. 

"I know she (Carson) is trying to get fiscal 
control of the situation, and I appreciate it. 
But it seems that her standards are different 
in each case," one worker said. 

In response, Carson said she has ordered 140 
workers " not to give clients the run-around" 
and to treat them decently. 

"There is a way to deny assist:ifce without 
putting people down, and they are to do 
that, " she said. 

POPULARITY ISN'T CONCERN 

Carson's work to trim relief rolls appears 
to fly in the face of conventional political 
wisdom: A black, inner-city Democrat should 
get votes in exchange for providing food , 
shelter and clothing to the poor. 

Carson, though, doesn't buy into that con
ventional wisdom. 

"I don't believe that the more you help the 
needy, the larger your political base be
comes,'' she explained. 

" When you look at Smith's figures (vote 
totals) in '90, you realize that he spent $8 
million for shelter alone and it did not get 
him reelected. I don't think the average per
son on public assistance really cares who is 
in that office ." Carson defeated Smith in the 
1990 primary election. 

The fabled Democratic Party inner-city 
voting bloc no longer exists, Carson said. 

"They (inner-city aid clients) do nothing 
in terms of voting in masses. If every welfare 
client in Marion County would vote for the 
same person, they could elect him to any of
fice-mayor, treasurer, clerk or whatever," 
Carson said. 

"But that is one of the lowest voting popu
lations in existence. " 

Carson is the daughter of a domestic work
er. She remembers being sent to the Center 
Township trustee's office for food and being 
given a ration of corn meal and lard. She 
served her political apprenticeship as a case
worker for Rep. Andy Jacobs Jr., D-Ind. , a 
man known for his tight-fisted fiscal prac
tices. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
She served in the Indiana Senate and 

worked for Cummins Engine, using her sav
ings to open an upscale Downtown dress 
shop. She took a financial bath but refused 
to declare bankruptcy. Carson said she is 
still paying off bills from the shop. 

" When I announced I was going to run for 
trustee, I did it because I was reading about 
the high cost of poor relief and how things 
were out of control, " Carson said. "The TV 
showed long lines of black people waiting for 
aid, and I took it personally. 

" I knew I could come in and restore some 
dignity to the process and defuse the notion 
that everyone on poor relief was ripping off 
the system. Because that is what a lot of 
people were getting to in terms of public as
sistance. 

" I know I can take a core of people who are 
welfare recipients and move them out into a 
better life . 

" I know how it is done. I am a living wit
ness on how you do it. You work hard and 
make sacrifices," she explained. 

" Hell-I'm too old to do otherwise at this 
point." 

SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 
Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 

agreed to by the Senate on February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest-designated by the Rules Com
mittee-of the time, place, and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled, and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 

Meetings scheduled for Thursday, 
May 6, 1993, may be found in the Daily 
Digest of today's RECORD. 

MEETINGS SCHEDULED 

MAY7 
9:30 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Labor, Health and Human Services, and 

Education Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1994 for the De
partments of Labor, Health and Human 
Services, and Education, and related 
agencies . . 

SD-192 
Armed Services 

To resume hearings to examine United 
States military policy concerning the 
service of gay men and lesbians in the 
Armed Forces. 

SR-222 
Joint Economic 

To hold hearings to examine the employ
ment-unemployment situation for 
April. 

Room to be announced 
10:00 a.m. 

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
To hold hearings on the nomination of 

Frank N. Newman, of California, to be 

May 5, 1993 
an Under Secretary of the Treasury for 
Domestic Finance. 

SD-538 
Finance 
Medicare and Long-Term Care Subcommit

tee 
To hold hearings to examine antitrust is

sues in the health care industry. 
SD-215 

10:30 a .m . 
Foreign Relations 

To hold hearings on the nominations of 
Douglas J. Bennet, Jr., of Connecticut, 
to be Assistant Secretary of State for 
International Organization Affairs, Eli
nor G. Constable, of the District of Co
lumbia, to be Assistant Secretary of 
State for Oceans and International En
vironmental and Scientific Affairs, and 
John Howard Francis Shattuck, of 
Massachusetts, to be Assistant Sec
retary of State for Human Rights and 
Humanitarian Affairs. 

SD-419 

MAYlO 
2:00 p.m. 

Rules and Administration 
To hold hearings to examine certain 

legal issues raised by the petitions re
garding the election in Oregon. 

SR-301 

MAYll 
9:30 a.m. 

Energy and Natural Resources 
To hold hearings on the nominations of 

James John Hoecker, of Virginia, Don
ald Farley Santa, of Connecticut, and 
William Lloyd Massey, of Arkansas, 
each to be a Member of the Federal En
ergy Regulatory Commission, Depart
ment of Energy. 

SD-366 
Joint Printing 

Meeting, to review congressional print
ing and . other activities of the Govern
ment Printing Office . 

10:00 a .m. 
Appropriations 
Defense Subcommittee 

SR-301 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es
timates for fiscal year 1994 for the De
partment of Defense, focusing on the 
National Guard and Reserve programs. 

SD-192 
Environment and Public Works 

To hold hearings on the President's pro
posed budget for fiscal year 1994 for the 
Environmental Protection Agency. 

SD-406 
11:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Commerce, Justice , State, and Judiciary 

Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1994 for the Of
fice of the U.S. Trade Representative, 
Department of Commerce. 

S-146, Capitol 
2:00 p.m. 

Joint Organization of Congress 
To resume hearings to examine congres

sional reform proposals, focusing on 
committee structure. 

H-5, Capitol 
2:30 p.m. 

Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
To hold hearings on the nominations of 

Ellen W. Haas, of New York, to be As
sistant Secretary for Food and 
Consumer Services, Eugene Moos, of 
Washington, to be Under Secretary for 
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International Affairs and Commodity 
Programs, and James S. Gilliland, of 
Tennessee, to be General Counsel, all of 
the Department of Agriculture. 

SR-332 
Armed Services 
Nuclear Deterrence, Arms Control and De

fense Intelligence Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed legislation 

authorizing funds for fiscal year 1994 
for the Department of Defense and the 
future years defense program, focusing 
on Trident submarine and missile pro-
grams. 

SR-222 

MAY12 
9:30 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Labor, Health and Human Services, and 

Education Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1994 for the De
partment of Education. 

SD-138 
Energy and Natural Resources 

Business meeting, to consider pending 
calendar business. 

10:00 a .m. 
Appropriations 
Defense Subcommittee 

SD-366 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es
timates for fiscal year 1994 for the De
partment of Defense, focusing on tac
tical aircraft programs. 

SD-192 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 

To hold hearings on proposed legislation 
authorizing funds for fiscal year 1994 
for the U.S. Coast Guard. 

SR-253 
10:30 a.m. 

Veterans' Affairs 
To hold hearings on the nominations of 

Jerry W. Bowen, of Arkansas, to be Di
rector of the National Cemetery Sys
tem, D. Mark Catlett, of Virginia, to be 
an Assistant Secretary (Finance and 
Information Resources Management), 
Mary Lou Keener, of Georgia, to be 
General Counsel, and Edward P. Scott, 
of New Jersey, to be an Assistant Sec
retary (Congressional Affairs), all of 
the Department of Veterans Affairs. 

SR-418 
2:30 p.m. 

Armed Services 
To hold hearings to review the Chairman 

of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Report on 
the Roles, Missions, and Functions of 
the Armed Forces of the United States. 

SH-216 

MAY13 
9:00 a.m. 

Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
Agricultural Research, Conservation, For

estry and General Legislation Sub
committee 

To hold hearings on proposed authoriza
tions for the Federal Grain Inspection 
Service, Department of Agriculture. 

10:00 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Defense Subcommittee 

SR-332 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es
timates for fiscal year 1994 for the De
partment of Defense, focusing on en
listed personnel issues. 

SD-116 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1994 for the Fed
eral Emergency Management Agency. 

Appropriations 
Transportation Subcommittee 

SD-106 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es
timates for fiscal year 1994 for the U.S. 
Coast Guard, focusing on marine safe
ty. 

SD-138 
Veterans' Affairs 

To hold hearings on proposed legislation 
on veterans' reemployment rights. 

SR-418 
Joint Organization of Congress 

To resume hearings to examine congres
sional reform proposals. 

S-5, Capitol 
2:00 p.m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Communications Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on S. 329, to revise sec
tion 315 of the Communications Act of 
1934 with respect to the purchase and 
use of broadcasting time by candidates 
for public office, and S. 334, to revise 
the Communications Act of 1934 re
garding the broadcasting of certain 
material regarding candidates for Fed
eral elective office. 

SR-253 
2:30 p.m. 

Armed Services 
Defense Technology, Acquisition, and In

dustrial Base Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed legislation 

authorizing funds for fiscal year 1994 
for the Department of Defense and to 
review the future years defense pro
gram, focusing on the state of the na
tional defense industrial and tech-
nology bases. 

SR-222 

MAY14 
9:30 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Labor, Health and Human Services, and 

Education Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1994 for the De
partment of Health and Human Serv-
ices. 

SD-430 
Indian Affairs 

To hold oversight hearings on proposed 
regulations to implement the 1988 
Amendments to the Indian Self-Deter
mination and Education Assistance 
Act. 

SR-485 
10:00 a.m. 

Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1994 for the 
Consumer Product Safety Commission, 
Office of Consumer Affairs, Consumer 
Information Center, Neighborhood Re
investment Corporation, Points of 
Light Foundation, Court of Veterans 
Affairs, and Office of Science Tech
nology Policy. 

SD-192 

9363 
MAY18 

9:30 a.m. 
Armed Services 
Defense Technology , Acquisition, and In

dustrial Base Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1994 for the De
partment of Defense, focusing on the 
state of the defense industrial and 
technology bases and Administration 
plans for fiscal year 1994. 

SR-222 
Energy and Natural Resources 

To hold hearings on S. 721, authorizing 
funds for fiscal years 1994-98 for the 
Federal land and water conservation 
fund . 

SD- 366 
10:00 a.m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Foreign Commerce and Tourism Sub

committee 
To hold hearings to examine U.S. com

petitiveness in the global marketplace. 
SR-253 

2:00 p.m. 
Joint Organization of Congress 

To resume hearings to examine congres
sional reform proposals, focusing on 
floor deliberation and scheduling. 

H-5, Capitol 

MAY19 
9:00 a.m. 

Armed Services 
Force Requirements and Personnel Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed legislation 

authorizing funds for fiscal year 1994 
for the Department of Defense, and to 
review the 1994-96 future years defense 
program, focusing on the personnel 
compensation and benefits programs of 
the military services. 

SH- 216 
9:30 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Labor, Health and Human Services, and 

Education Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1994 for the De
partment of Labor. 

SD-138 
Armed Services 
Nuclear Deterrence, Arms Control and De

fense Intelligence Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1994 for the De
partment of Defense, and to review the 
1994-1996 future years defense program, 
focusing on the Department of Ener
gy's environmental restoration and 
waste management programs. 

SR-232A 
Energy and Natural Resources 

Business meeting, to consider pending 
calendar business. 

SD-366 
Veterans' Affairs 

Business meeting, to consider pending 
calendar business; to be followed by a 
hearing on the Department of Veterans 
Affairs roles in geriatrics and long-
term care. 

SR-418 
10:00 a.m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To hold hearings on S. 419, to provide for 

enhanced cooperation between the Fed
eral Government and the United States 
commercial aircraft industry in aero
nautical technology research, develop
ment, and commercialization. 

SR-253 



9364 
2:00 p.m. 

Armed Services 
To r esume hearings on proposed legisla

tion authorizing funds for fiscal year 
1994 for the Department of Defense , and 
to review the 1994-1996 future years de
fense program. 

SH-216 

MAY20 
9:30 a.m. 

Rules and Administration 
Business meeting, to mark up S. 27, to 

authorize the Alpha Phi Alpha Frater
nity to establish a memorial to Martin 
Luther King, Jr. , in the District of Co
lumbia, S. 277 , to authorize the estab
lishment of the National African Amer
ican Museum within the Smithsonian 
Institution, S . 685, to authorize appro
priations for fiscal years 1994-1997 for 
the American Folklife Center, S. 345, to 
authorize the Library of Congress to 
provide certain information products 
and services at no cost, proposed legis
lation authorizing funds for fiscal year 
1994 for the Federal Election Commis
sion, and to consider other pending 
committee business. 

SR-301 
10:00 a.m. 

Joint Organization of Congress 
To resume hearings to examine congres

sional reform proposals, focusing on 
floor deliberation and scheduling. 

S-5, Capitol 

MAY21 
9:00 a .m . 

Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1994 for the De
partment of Housing and Urban Af
fairs, and certain independent agencies. 

SD-138 

MAY24 
1:30 p.m. 

Appropriations 
Labor, Health and Human Services, and 

Education Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1994 for the Pub
lic Health Service, Department of 
Health and Human Services. 

SD-192 

MAY25 
9:30 a .m. 

Energy and Natural Resources 
To hold hearings on S. 544, to protect 

consumers of multistate utility sys
tems, and an amendment to S . 544, to 
transfer responsibility for administer-

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
ing the Public Utility Holding Com
pany Act of 1935 from the Securities 
and Exchange Commission to the Fed
eral Energy Regulatory Commission. 

SD- 366 
2:00 p.m . 

Joint Organization of Congress 
To resume hearings to examine congres

sional r eform proposals, focusing on 
floor deliberation and scheduling. 

H-5, Capitol 

MAY26 
9:30 a .m. 

Appropriations 
Labor, Health and Human Services, and 

Education Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1994 for the Na
tional Institutes of Health, Depart
ment of Health and Human Services. 

. SD-116 
Armed Services 
Nuclear Deterrence, Arms Control and De

fense Intelligence Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed legislation 

authorizing funds for fiscal year 1994 
for the Department of Defense, and the 
future years defense program, focusing 
on chemical demilitarization and 
chemical defense programs. 

SR- 222 
Energy and Natural Resources 

Business meeting, to consider pending 
calendar business. 

SD-366 

MAY27 
10:00 a .m. 

Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1994 for the De
partment of Veterans Affairs. 

Appropriations 
Transportation Subcommittee 

SD-106 

To hold hearings on proposed budget es
timates for fiscal year 1994 for the Na
tional Highway Traffic Safety Admin
istration, focusing on drunk driving. 

SD-138 
Joint Organization of Congress 

To resume hearings to examine congres
sional reform proposals, focusing on 
floor deliberation and scheduling. 

S-5, Capitol 

MAY28 
10:00 a.m. 

Judiciary 
Immigration and Refugee Affairs Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on S. 667, to revise the 

Immigration and Nationality Act to 
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improve the procedures for the exclu
sion of aliens seeking to enter the 
United States by fraud, and on other 
proposed legislation on asylum issues, 
and to examine the implementation of 
immigration laws on preventing terror-
ism. 

SD-226 

JUNE 10 
10:00 a .m . 

Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1994 for the Na
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis
tration. 

SH-216 

JUNE 18 
9:30 a .m. 

Appropriations 
Labor, Health and Human Services, and 

Education Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine waste, 

fraud, and abuse in the Government, 
and ways of streamlining Government. 

SD-192 

JUNE 21 
9:30 a .m. 

Appropriations 
Labor, Health and Human Services, and 

Education Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed budget es

timates for fiscal year 1994 for the De
partments of Labor, Health and Human 
Services, and Education, and related 
agencies. 

SD-192 
1:30 p.m. 

Appropriations 
Labor, Health and Human Services, and 

Education Subcommittee 
To continue hearings on proposed budget 

estimates for fiscal year 1994 for the 
Departments of Labor, Health and 
Human Services, and Education, and 
related agencies. 

SD-192 

CANCELLATIONS 

MAY6 
11:00 a .m. 

Joint Economic 
To hold hearings to examine the prob

lems facing the American economy and 
the prospects for future economic 
growth. 
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